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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

‘The purpose of this study was to analyze the role
of the regu!ar classroom tgabher in imp]eménting
individualized education proﬁraqs (1EPs) for special
education students piacea in regular classrooms. The
study was conducted in three phases: a student IEP
records review, a teacher survey and teacher interview.
Conve}éent validity of the results™was examined by
trjangu]ating the data .from three sources.

The student LEP review phase followed procedures
of ; regularly scheduled triennial review of priograms.
yn(:hunﬁred IEPs were randomly §e]ectéd,from the
elementary school sites of a special education service
region in'its fifth year of impﬁementing the California
Master Plan foé Special Education. This enabled drawing
an unbiased samp]é from rural and urban schools, from
primary'(K-3) and intermediate (4-6) grades, and from
less restrictive placements (resource specialist

L4 ~

prog}ams) and more restrictive placements (special

*

classes for the learning hanpicapped, communicatively
handicapped, and’severe1y handicapped.) For each IEP,
information was collected regarding regular c ss
teacher involvement in réferra],'p1anning, reviewing
and }mp1emeﬁt1ng [EPs; extent of‘paéticipation in and

Y
modification of regular programs; provisions for

¥
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.physica1'educat%on; goals and objectiveé} p]aéement
changes and revie%wactions;_ se;viée coordination; and.
distribution of "IEP copies. . | ]

The second phase of the study involved a
comprehensive written sﬁrvey of 83 regular classroom ,
teachers 1dent1f1eq in the IEPs revieWwed as having Bne
‘or more sggc1a1 education students in their classrooms.
The survey 1npjuded demographic data such as class
size, number of students Qith IEPs, and'exper{ence and
skiil level related to quc1a1.education competencies
réquired for Ca11forp1a certification as an elementary
-teacher, as well as data on the frequency and nature of
‘interactions with support service pe}sonne1;'work
effort; satisf;ctioﬁ’with progress of special education
students; frequency and nature gf activities with
special education students;‘and frequency and
satisfaction with timg spént:in diagnosti¢/prescriptive
teaching activities and inservice training events.

The third phase of the study involved pers¢nal
interviews with a subsample of 16 survey respondents to
measuré the reliability and validity of written survey
responses, and to obtain additibnal information on the
teachers' activities in 1mp1ement1pg IEPS. Interviews
also surfaced perceiveﬁ barriers to effective services

and recommended changes.

The findings from these three data sources were
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highly conststent. The results indicated that regular
‘classroom teachers were basically uninvo]veq in the
formal aspects of IEP deve]obment'and implementation.
.That is, regular teachers with special education
students typicai]y‘did not attend IEP p1anniﬁg or
review meetings, did not receive a personal copy of the &
completed IEP, and rarely vreferred to IELPs when they
had access to a copy. However, teachers who possessed
a copy of the IEP wcre more likely to refer to the
documsptgthan teachers 'who merely had access to a topy.

Fu}ther, teachers who attended IEP meetings wefg more

1ikely to refer to the document. Greater involvement /f

in the formal IEP p;ocess was more commontamond

teachers with more skills, tréining, and experience in

special education and those who had students from

resource specialist programs. o N
Redu1ar'teachers were hithy involved in many N)?

informal aspects of IEP 1mp1;menfation, however. “Most

of the téachers surveyed implemented a variety of

modifications of the regular education program to meet *

the needs of the exceptional students in their

classrooms. An important finding was that relatively
féw of these modifications were included in the IEPs of
the students for whom they were being impiemented.
This is in Hirect contradiction to current 1egis1ativé

fequirements that all such modifications be listed in -

I'4
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* the [EP. Regu1ér’teachers met frequently with special
education teachers to discuss their special student;'
needs, programs and progress. , These informal meetings

] were cited as extremely important for the development

and coordination of effective educational practtces for

\ mainstreamed handicapped students. Further, the

purposes for whifh téachers referred td IEPs primarily

related to discussing the ﬁrograms wiEh special
educators and monitor{ng and evaluating stuﬁent
progress, _ ’ ' -

An unexpected finding of th1§ study was that a
significant proportion of regular teachers periodically
sent. non-handicapped sfﬁgg;ts to special education
classes for various purposes including diégnosis and

testing, instruction, participation in non-academic

activitjes, and'tqtoring‘of épec1a1 education students.
Given the potential implications of this finding and
lack Bé knowledge rega(ding the pervasiveness of such
activities this practice warrants further
investigation. I .
The implicat vhs of the results for the
‘management, supervision, and training of regular
educators and for special education policy were
considered. Wherever possible, regular teacher§ should
be inciuded in lEP meetings. Further, 1nforma]

meetings between special and regular educators should

L4
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be arranged or facilitated by administrators. Regular
teachers should be provided with a personal copy of the
IEP for each handicapped child placed in their
classrooms. Administrators should ensure that teachers
are given sufficient time for educational planning and
attending planning meetings, and that teachers maximize
their use of non-instructional time. Regular teachers
need training in diagnostic/prescriptive teachi.g .
skills, special education techniques, collaboration
skills, available special education.services and
relevant legislative requirements. Consultation with
and observation of special education teachers is the
preferred mode for providing such training.

'State and federal special education policies
should be.revised fo recognize and facilitate the role
reqular educators play im the education of handicapped
students. To the extent that special education
policies are revised to corréspond to the actual
practices.of regutar educators, they will facilitate
the achievement of current policy goals within the

realities of the régu1ar classroonm.
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CHAPTER I

1

INTRODUCTION

" Purpose aof the Study

' The purpose of this study was to analyze the role
of,the regd1ar e1ementa;y classroom teacher in
implementing individualized education programs (IEPs)
for special educat}on students p1§ced in-regu1ar
classrooms. The Education for A11 Handicapped Children
Act of‘1975‘(Pu§1ic Law 94-142) and the California

" Master Plan for Special Education (California Education
Code, 56000) reguire the deve]apment'of an.IéP which
describes educatijon speéii]]y designed to meet the
unique needs of handicapped students. ~ Additionally,
these laws mandate that to the maximum extent possible,
students with special needs should be educated with
their non-handicapped peers. In most public schools,
non-handicapped peers are educated in the regular
classroom. Thus, the role of the regular classroom
teacher is a vital component of the successful
implementation of IEPs for many students.

The use of the IEP dgcument is a crifica] policy
issue given the high degree of involvement, time,
costs; and expertise involved in developing IEPs. The
{nvest3§ators were interested in determining how IEPS
were utilized following thé development process: This




was of particular concern, considering some evidence
that psychiatric repo;ts‘were rarely read by ward
personnel and psychological reports, if read by
teachers, were typically filed away and infreéequently
referred ?6 for instructional planning (e.g., Morse,
Cutler, and Fink, 196;). )

The IEP is intended to serve several purposes: 1)
The IéP.meetfng may éérve as a communic;tion vehicle
betwean parents and school personnel to enable thep, as
equal participants, to jointly deci upon what the
child's needs are, what will be provided, and what the
anticipated outcomes may be. 2) The IEP itself may
serve as a focal point for resolving any differences
between parents and the school. 3) The IEP may serve
as a commitment, in writing, of resources necessary.to
enable a handicapped child to receive needed special
education and related services. 4) The IEP may serve
as a management tool to insure that each handicapped
child is Qrovided spec}a1 education and related
services appropriate to special learning needs. 5)

The IEP may serve as a compliiance or -monitoring

document to determine whether a handicapped child is

actually receiving the free appropriate public




education agreed to by parents and school personnel.
6) The TEP may serve as én evaluation device to
determine the extent of a child's progress %oward
meeting brojected outcomes (QOngressiona1 Federal
Register, 1981). Because the study focused on the
disposition and use of the IZP once it was developed,
the findings were expected to identify the actual
functions served by_thé EP related to the education of
excepFioné] children 1in t@; regular classroom.
~ The ﬁna]yﬁiga] scheme adopted by the research team
for examining implementation of the IEP by the regular
¢lassroom teacher used the conceptual base of role
theory. Deutsch and Kraus (1969) cite the work of
Rommetveit (1955) and Thibauf and Kelly (1959) who
suggested three éspects of role which\were adapted for
this study} 1) prescribed or mgndated role; 2)
subjective or perceived (idea]izg;;-ro1e; and "3) actual
enacted or observed role. ‘
The prescribed role for the regular teacher is
reflected in current sihte and fe&era] special
education legislation. Perceived and enacted roles of
regular teachers in Phe 1EP process have been examined

in a variety of academic and government sponsored
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investigations. Accordingly, there follows 1) an
analysis of federal and state laws and regulations
related to {ndividua1ized education pfograms and the
regular classroom teacher (a specification of the \\
mandated role); 2) a review of the literature related
# to regular classroom teachers and 1mp1ementationtff
IEPs (a specification of the actual and idealized
role); ;nd 3) a diséussion of the research issues
‘generaéed by the literature review (a description of*
, : the variables asssciated with the observed or enacted
ro]e.)‘ ! |

1]

Legislative Requirements Related to Imp1ehentation of

the Individualized Edudational Program

P.L. 94-142 and the California Mi;ter Plan mandate
that all handicapped children are entitled to a free
and appropriate public education. The individualized

education progran (IEP) is the primary means for

ensuring .provisionjof such an education.




»
Definition of IEP. The IEP is a written statement
for a handicapped child developed in a meeting by
a representative of the local educational agercy
or an intermediate educational unit who shall be
qualified to provide or supervise the provision
of, specially designed instruction to meet the
unique needs.of handicapped children, the teacher,
the parents or guardian of such child, and,
whenever appropriate, the child, which includes a
statement of the-present levels of the educational
performance of the child, a statement of annual
goals, including short-term instructional . o=
.objectives, Z/Statement of the specific services .
to be provided to the child, and the extent to .
which the child will be able to participate in the
regular educational program, the projected date .
for initiation and anticipated duration of such
services, and appropriate objective criteria and
evaluation procedures and schedules for
determining, on at “least an<:nnua1 basis, whether

a

instructional objectives {are being.achieved,
(Congressional Federal Register 45, 12la. 340-9;
' gducation Code 56341, 56345?. )

Physical Education. Specially deésigned, physical
education services, if necessary, must be made
- available to every handicapped child receiving a
free appropriate public education and that each
handicapped child must be afforded an opportunity
_to participate in the regular physical education
program (CFR 121a. 307). Where appropriate,
adaptive physical education must be prescribed in
the IEP (CFR 121a. 346). California legislation
includes adaptive physical education under

. designated instructional services (E.C. 56363).

Least Restrictive Environment. A salient aspect
of both federal and state legislation is the
requirement for educating exceptional students in
\ the "least restrictive environment." Within the
context of an available continuum of program
options, public schools are to ensure handicapped
children, including children in public or private
institutions or other facilities, are educated
with nonhandicapped children to the maximum.extent
appropriate. Special ¢ lasses, separate schooling
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or other removal of hdndicapped children from the
regular educational environment should occur only’

when the nature or severity of the handicap is
‘such that education 'in regular classes with the
use of supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved satisfactorily (CRF 121la 550). At the
time of this study, the California legislation
adds the stipulation that regular and special
education staff plan a school climate that is
receptive to individuals with special needs (CAC,
Title 5, 3106 (b) (3) (4)). Individuals with

. exceptional needs must be provided the opportunity
to partic¢ipate with nonhandicapped children in
nqnacademic and extracurricular services and
a®tivities as well as academic activities (CFR
121a 553). The current California Education Code
includes similar mainstreaming requirements (E.C.
56001 G). J

. Extent of Part151g§tion In Regqular Educational

. *which the child will be educated in the regular
educational program. One way of meeting this
‘requirement (according to the O0ffice of Special
Education) is to indicate the percent of time the
child will be spending in the regular education
pregram with nonhandicapped students. Another way
is to 1ist the specific regular education classes
the child will be attending. In a special note
regardinggirrte ration gf severely handicapped
students, the IEP may include any noncurricular
activities in which the child can participate with
nonhandicapped students, such as lunch, assembly
perfiods, club activities, and- other special events
(CFR 46, 1981).

Modifications of the Regular Education Program.
If modifications, that is, supplementary aids and
services of the regular education program are
necessary to ensure the child's participation in
that -program, those modifications must be
. described in the child's IEP. For example, if a
hearing impaired child required special seating
arrangements in the regular classroom, this should
" be specified in the IEP. This applies to any
regular education program’in which the student may
participate, including physical education, art,

Program. 1The LEP must indicate the extent to °

[
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music, and vecational education (CFR, 1981).

' Comprehensiveness of the IEP. In answer to
questions regarding the comprehensiveness of the
IEP, the Office of Special Education noted that
the IEP is required to include only those matters
concerning the provision of special edycation and
related services and the extent to which the child
can participate in regular education programs

~(CFR, 1981). 7The regulations define "special
eduggtion“ as specially designed instruction to
meet” the unique needs of a handicapped child, and
"related services" as those which are necessary to
assist the child to benefit from special education
(CFR 121a. 14, 121a, 13, respectively).

‘ Regu]af Teacher's Role in IEP Development and ’

Implementation., - when a nandicapped child 1is

enrolfled in both regular and special education

classks, the child's special education teacher

should attend the IEP meeting. At the option of

the educational agency or the parent, the child's

reqular teacher may also attend (CFR, 1981). The

Office of Special Education suggests that if the/: C .
reqular teacher does not' attend the meeting, the
agency should either provide the regular teacher
with a copy of the IEP or inform the regular
teacher - of ,its contents. Further, it is
recommended that the special education teacher or
other support personnel consult with and be a
;eﬂsurce to the child's regular teacher (CFR,
981).

Implementation Timeline_ and Accountability.
Federal and state legislation specifically address
_ the issue of individualized education program
timelines and accountability. Once completed, the
IEP should be implemented as soon as possible (CFR
121a. 342). The IEP is not intended to be a
performance contract, which can be held against a
teacher or agency if a handicapped child does not
meet the IEP objectives. However, the special .
education and related services must be provided in
accordance with the IEP (CFR 121a. 349; E.C.
56345). Further, under State law, the regular
teacher(s), special education teacher(s), and
other persons who provide special education or




relited services to the handicapped child, must be
provided a copy of the IEP, prior to placement of
the child (E.C. 56347).

¥

Review of the Literature

In a study of the implementation of Massachusetts
special education 1eg1§1ation (Chapter 766), Weatheriley
and Lipsky (1977) provide a context for analyzing the
impact of state 1egis1ation‘on the actual day-to-day
operational behav1qr of service providers. They
sugéest that public employees (or "street-level
bureaucrats") are individuals who "have substantial
discretion in the execution of their work...free to

develop patterns of behavior which become the .

government program that is delivered to the public" (p. .
. 172). Such public emﬁ]oyees (i.e., regular and special
education teachers and administrators) are
"eonstrained® by legisiation rather than "directed" in é\
their actual work. Several studies suggest that the
actual effects of eduEational policies differ
significantly from the intended effects of the policies
(Weatheriey and Ldpsky, 1977; Stearns, Greegé, and
David, 1979; Craig, Miller, Wujek, Machover, and
Herschberger, 1980). These studies indicate that

variance is introduced when policies, i.e., statements

of action, are implemented, i.e., translated into reql




action. The lack of specificity of many education
policies affords educators a substantial amount of‘
discretion in implementing the policies. Glaser (1976)
suggests that characteristics of the imp]emengafion
environment, the implementing personnel, and the policy
itself contribute to this variance. 3

The current study was intended to jdentify the.
patterns of behavior assimilated into the professional
functioning of regular classroom teachers as they
provide educational services to handicapped gtudents
within the constraints of state and federal laws.
Accordingly, this literature review examines the
involvement of the regular classroom teacher in IEP
development and the implementation process. Factors
affecting the implementation process are reviewed at
length. These variables are discussed in terms of
characteristics of the IEP document; IEP {mp1ementers,
i.e., the regular teachex; the implementation
environment; and the handic:Lped student. A]tﬁ%ugh
some of the studies which were reviewed focused
primarily on the role of the special education teacher

in the IEP process, the findings of these studies have

critical implications for the current study in terms of




identifying significant pheonomena, processes and
relationships related to IEP implementation by any
major service provider, including the regular class
teacher.

Role of Reqular Class Teachers In IEP Development.

P.L.., 94-142 mandates that a teacher be present at IEP
~ meetings. HerYer, to which teacher this refers is
unclear. A recent pol%cy clarification statement
defined the “teacher® as "any teacher qualified to
provide special education in the child's areas of
disability, or the child's regular teacher, or the
sm;cia] pducation teacher" (Federal Register, 1981).
This definition of the teacher gives local
administrators a good deal of discretion as to which
teacher should be involved in the IEP development
process. Some administrators believe regular ﬁeachers
should be included. in the development process, while
others feel they should not be involved (Craig, et al.,
1980). A

The role of the regular educator in IEP planning
has received some attention in the special educatiorn
literature (Feﬁton, Yoshida, Maxwell, and Kaufman,

1979; Vautour and Rucker, 1977; Crowell and Rucker,

4
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1977; Blaschke, 1979; Marver and David, 1978; Alper,

)
"1978; Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull and Curry, 1980;

Safer, Kaufman\and Morrissey, 1979; Craig, Miller,
Wujek and Herchberger, 1980).

In a nationwide examination of IEP ﬁeetings,
Blaschke (1979) found that the regular teacher was
usually not present. Alpér (1978) founé a similar
pattern of low 1nvgﬂvement in program planning for
learning djsab1ed students among regular class teachers
in ‘thirteen school districts in California.
Approximately 18% were involved in IEP planning.
Additional evidence was found by Pugach (1980) in a
surve& of thirty-three 2lementary teachers. Her
results indicated that regu{ar class teachers were not
invo1yed in the entire IEP/planning process for
Jearning'disabied and ‘behavior disordeged students, and
1ni:53uent1y attended IEP meetings. |

In an observatiqna1 analysis of IEP conferences,
Go]dstein; et al,, (1980) found that regular classroom
teachers attended 43% of the IEP meetings observed, in

contrast to 100% attendance rates for special education

.teachers. In a study of 150 IEP's in three states,

Marver and David (1978) reported the }o1e of the
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.regular teacher in LEP development: "Rarely did the

regular classroom teacher play a formal role in writing

. IEPs" (p. 25). Furthermore, teachers who were

responsible for implementing (EP'S but h“ad not
participated in déve]oping the plans expreised
considerable resentment.

Within the IEP meetings, some distinct patterns of
participation were apparent. The IEP was developed
primarily by the special education teacher (Blaschke,
1979). The reogular education teacher rarely
cBntributed to this process, although some
administrators attempted to involve the regular teacher
in the planning process (Safer, Kaufman, and Morrissey,
1979). Placement decisions were usually made by the
school principal (Blaschke, 1979), although the special
education teacher was sometimes involved in this
decision'(Crai;, et al., 1980). Fenton, et al., (1979)
studied 10 personnel ;oles, including regular
elementary and secondary teachers, and their
recognition\of their respénsibi]itiés as assjgned
placement team:membqrs. Over 60% of the teams surveyed
had less than a three-fourths majority of their members

who recognized their team's responsibility to make
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specifié decisions regarding placement of studedts in
speciai education services. Administrators had the

highest recognition of placement responsibilitie. with

‘support personnel second highest.’' Instructional staff,

including regular c]ass;oom teachers, had significantly
lower recognition of their_resﬁonsibi]jties as
placement team members.

Crowell and Rucker (1977) studied the influence of
regular Educators in chi]@ study teams. They found

that neither appainted nor peer-nominated team leaders

_Were more influential than other team members,

Furthermore, neither those team members with high
training in special educatior nor those with high
levels of experience in child study teams were more
influential. However, those high in knowledge of
placement options were influential. An unexpected
finding was an asparent bias ;eéarding regular
edufators on ad hoc child study teams: regular
educators who were the most knowledgeable about child
needs and serQices were not always permitted to be the
m9st influential, whereas all special educators who
were most knowledgeable were also most influential., A

similarly low perception of influence was reported by
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éi]]iam and Coleman (1981) who found in a study of
twentyf;:::; IEP meetings in three school districts in
southeastern Michidan that regular classroom teachers
were ranked’fourth in importance prior to the IEP
meeting, but were rated seventh in contributions and
sixth in influence after the meeting.

‘Goldstein, et al., (1980) found that regular class
teachers who attended IEP meetings participated less
than haff as frequently as special education teachers,
and were the recipients of 10% of the statements made
by other team members compared to 17% for special
education teachers. Interestingly, no significant
differences were found between regular and special
teachers' levels of satisfaction with the proceedings
of the IEP conference. The authors concluded that
special education teachers take primary responsibility
for the development of IEPs.

Teacher involvement in the development process has

lbeen found to be a critical variable affecting IEP
implementation (Safer, et al., 1979; Stearns, Greene
and David, 1980). Such involvement was found to
promote several conditions, e.g., increased

availability of IEPs, greater correspondeﬁce of
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educational goals to classroom and teacher

characteristics, greater teacher familiarity with IEP

‘contents, a,more'positive“attitude toward uti]izaéion

.~ of the IEP, and increased communication with special

-{iﬁé@:cation stgff, which in turn facilitated IEP
Jimp]ement&tion (Safer, et al., 1979).

; Sy In summary, reguiar class teacﬁers appear to have

::”ffw_f-é limited involvement and influence in the IEP planning

32?4'"f‘ ) ﬁrocess; a1though\;ggh involvement may be a critical

¥ .

\ factor affecting Eqbsequent implementation.

S v ——— S So . Sorw WD S S et Wi ey Sy D W S

Implementation. P.L% 94-.142 and the California Master

Plan mandate that’phe educational provisions listed in

the IEP be implemented as written. For the purposes of

-~ .

this review, implementation refers to the delivery of

services or the pursuit of the educational goals (or
objectives) listed in the IEP. While regular classroom
teachers rarely assume primary responsibility for
imp&ementation of IEPs, a majority are responsible for
implementing some part of the IEPs for the handicapbed
students placed in their classes (Alper, 1978; Marver
and David, 1978; B1&s£hke, 1979; Danielson, Fenton,

Morra, Morrissey, and Kennédy, 1979; Craig, et al.,

23
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1980; Stearns, et al., 1980; Pugach, 1980; Zinck,
1980).

A national survey of IEP implementation indicated
that 68% of special education students were enro11éd in
regular classes (Danielson, et al., 1979). Given that
approximately four million children received special
education services in 1979 (Danielson, et<al., 1979),
rigular classroom teachers may have been responsible
for implementing some part of the IEPs for 2.7 million
handicapped students. Zinck (1980) found that 59% of
regular teachers were responsible for implementing one
or more IEPs in a study of IEP implementation in 173
schools in tptrtyofive California school districts.
Alper (1978) found that-38% of reguTar class teachers
were involved in implementing IEPs for learning
disabled students in thirteen school districts in
California.

Howeve}, the regular teacher's participation in
the formal aspects of IEP jimplementation has generally
been found to bg minor. 1In a three state review of
1EPs, Marver and David (1978) found that although most
1EPs cited tha amount of time to be spent in regular

classes, few p1an§ described goals or services to be

/
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provided in the regular class. This pattern was
supported by the findings in a study of Ca]ifofnia
schools in which Craig; et al., (1980) reported that
40% to 50% of regular elementary teachers (and 70% to
76% of regular secondary teachers) gaid they did not
.know whether their special education students were-
receiving the services outlined in the IEP.

A re]ated phenomenon is the regular teacher;s use
of the IEP. Use of the document refers to a number of
activities involving the IEP, ranging from translation
of short-term objectives into instructional practices
to review of the IEP for evaluating student progress o;
comiunicating with other teachers or pareqts (Safer,
et al., 1979). i ‘

In general, regular education teachers appear to
use the IEP as a guiég to instruction 1ess'frequent1y
than do special educa;ion teachers (Stearns, et al.,
1979). 'However, approximately 70% of the regular
education teachers who reported having IEPs available
said they had qsed the IEP as'a guide for 1nstruct1ng.,

- their spécia] education students (Créig, et al.,

1980). In contrast,vothers have found it "unusual" for

regular teachers to use IEPs for instructional pu}poses
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(Stearns, et al., 1979). Pugach (1980) found that
regular class teachers seldom used IEPs during
instruction for planning or monitor{ng students.
Héwever, teachers reported using the IEP for evaluation
and conference purposes. Zinck (1980) reported that 6%
of the regular teachers surveyed used the IEP to
imp Tement 1nstruct19n ﬁwice per monEh; 29% said they
used it once per quarter; 10% used it once per year; 0%
said they ne‘er used it, and 50% indicated "not
apb1icab1e”. These finding; indicated the regular
teachers' perception of nen-involvement in the IEP
implementation process.

In summary,.regular class teachers have not
typi§811y beey formally involved in IEP implementation
or use, bu have actually assumed major
responsibiiities for implementing IEPs. Several
factors have been identified in the literature which
Sffect the regular teacher's role in implementing IEPs.
Findings regarding these variables and their potential
effects are reviewed below as they relate to
characteristics of the IEP dodé;ent; IEP 1mp1ementers;
the implementation environment; and the children,

served.
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Document Characteristics. Aspects of the IEP

which may affect implementation by the regular teacher
include availability, content which specifies the
service providers, extent of participation in the
regular classroom and needed modifiéations, and goals
and objectives, and the quality of the IEP.

The most fundamenta1‘variab1e which may relate to
IEP implementation is the ava{1abi1ity of the document
to the intended service providers. IEP provisions may
apply directly-or indirectly to all of-the education
personnel serving the Qandicapped child. Thus, the
availability of the'IEP to fhe regular teacher is a
prerequisite to conscious impleméntation of the
spec%fied services and objectives. Two forms of
avdilability may be distinguished: 1) having a personal
copy of the IEP, and 2) having access to a copy of the
document.

Pugach (1980) reported that 12% of regular
teachers with special education students had personal
copies of the IEP on file in their classrooms.
Furthermore, there was ; positive correlation of .40
(p € .05) between‘havihg a copy of the IEP and degree
t al., (1980) found

of use of the document. Craig,
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that of a sample of regular elementary teachers in
California who had special education students in their
classes for most or part of the day, less than 47% of
the teachers in twenty of twenty-five areas said they
had IEPs available for these students. The operational
meaning of availability (e.g., possessing a personal
copy or having access to a copy) 1§ not known. In
three areas, none of the regular elementary teachers
reported having IEPs available. Furthermore, Stearns,
et al., (1979) found that when a child has more than
one teacher, the regq1ar teacher usually does not have
a copy of the IEP but the special education jfiﬁper
does. \

The second set of document characteristics which
may affect the implementation procéss relates to the
contents o% the IEP. Implementation may be more 1likely
if the IEP includes statements which identify the
person(s} responsible for 1mp1emént1ng the program
(Walker, 1978). Similarly, specification of the extent
of participation in the regular program, needed
modifications of the regular program, and goals and
objectives related to regular class participation might

enhance IEP implementation by the regular teacher.
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Marver and David (1978) found that although many IEPs
included statehents of the extent of participation in
the rigular classroom, few contained s;atements about
services or goals to be provided 1n,§he regular
c¢lassroom. This trend is supported by bick;;n‘and'
bosta's (1981) finding that only 5% of the IEPs
reviewed for their study included objectives for
regular class participation, while 20% specified the
extent of participation in the regular program. -
Specification of the extent of participation was
significantly related to program type, with IEPs for

children placed in less restrictive resource programs

Ly
>

much more likely to include statements regarding
extent of participation in the regular class than those
for children placed in self-contained special classes.
Curriculum areas for inclusion in the regular
program, annual goals, q&ibshort-term objectives may
affect implementation activities as well. Dickson and
Costa (1981) reported that annual goals and short=term
objectives most frequently addressed the a{eas of
reading, math, motor skills, and emotjona] behavior.

Futhermore, a significant re]ationsﬁip was found

between the type of program and the goals (and
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objectives). Goals and oQJectives in these four areas
were much more common for children placed in
"self-contained special classes than for students who
received resource services but were placed primarily in
the reguiar classroom. Stearms, et al., (1980) found
that handicapped students were most frequently
ntegrated with ndon-handicapped students in the areas
f art, music, and physical education. These findings
maly reflect an informal distinction in curriculum and
gRals between regular and special education classes,
with non-academic sub;ects being emphasized in the
former, and aéademic areas comprising the major focus
of the latter,

Another aspect of IEP content thch may affect
implementation is the corresmgndence between IEP”
provisions and child needs and classroom conditions.
Stearns, et al., (1979) found that the correspondence
of IEP service provisions and goals to the
characteristics and needs of the handicapped child .
influenced teachers' utilization of the IEP. Many
teachers reported that they could not apply the

» short-term objectives stated in the IEP megting to

their instructional activitifes because the objectives

"




were not appropriate for working with the particular
child in the classroom setting (Stearns, et al., 1979).
Further, some teacherc reported revising the IEP
document rather than implementing procedures which they
fe]t‘did not{meet the needs of their handicapped
students (Stea;ns, et al., 1979).

The quality of the IEP is a document
characteristié which may affect {mp1ementation. Walker
(1978) sugg#ﬁted that the quality of the short-term
objectivesyés a critical factor in implementation;
specificaily, short-term objectives written in .
observable,\behaviora1 terms may make it possible éhr
the teacher to translate these educational objectives
into instructional activities. Similarly, the
comprehensiveness of the IEP may affect implementation.
Some teachers reported developing the IEP in sufficient
detail such that it provided a practical guide to
instruction (Stearns, et al,, 1979). Other teachers
working with less elaborate IEPs found tfem of little
use in instructional planning.

In summary, several aspects of the IEP document

ranging from avai]abiiit& to comprehensiveness were

discussed. Havfng a personal copy of the IEP was found




to be related to its use. Goals and activities for the
_ regular classroom, altho*gh rarely specified’jn the
I€EP, appear to focus primarily an non-academic
subjects. Correspotidence between IEP statements, child
needs, and classroom cﬁaracterigtics appear to enhance
the utility of the IEP, as does the comprehensivenss of
the document.

Implementer Characteristics. " The characteristics

of service provider§ may be significant determinants of
IEP implementation. Primary among these are the role
perceptions, attitudes, orientation, skills and
training of the implementers (Safer, g; al., 1979;
Semmel and Morgan, 1978). As indicated above, the
teacher's conceptualization of his or her role 1nnthe
IEP process is critical (Fenton, et al., 1979; Crowell
and Rucker, 1977). Craig, et al., (1980) found extreme
variation in teachers' understandings of their role in
the implementation of IEPs. Teachers' perceptions of
their role ranged from total involvement to complete
detachment from the IEP process.

Semmel and Morgan (1978) found evidence which
suggésts that teachers! attitude{ toward education of

the handicapped and mainstreaming are significant

e
o
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factors in implémentation. Teachers with favorable
attitud;s toward mainstreaming of handicapped students
dppeared more 1ike1yvto/uti1ize [EPs. Regular class
Eeacher attitudes tdwards the [EP and towards
integrétion'genéra]]y improved during the second year.
of implementation of P.L. 94-142 (1978-1979) compared
to moderately to strongly negative attitudes during
year one of imolementation (1977-78), (Blaschke,
1979). ‘ )

Safer, et al., (1979) found that IEP utilization
corresponded to educatérs' orientations to tﬁéﬁhinq.
Teachers who favored the Fiagnoétic/orescriotive
approach to education reported greater uti!ization of
IEPs ih the development of instructional tasks.
Conversely, tethers whose philosophical approach was
inconsistent with the diagnostic/prescrﬁptive approach
found IEPs of little usé. Teachers' orientations
appeared to be é function of the educational philosoohy
of the {nstituﬁions in which they received their formal
training.

Specific skills have been identified for educating

handicapped ¢hildren in the reqular classroom. Redden

and Blackhurst (1977) delineated specific competencies
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for regh]dr.e1ementary classroom teachers to
effect1Ve1y ma1nstream handicapped ch11dren. Discrete
behaviors were obtained from teachers involved 1in the
mainstreawing process. Results indicated the peed for
further research into the actual bahaviors needed to
implement effective prdgnams and to generate a more
complete and valid list of competencies. Blankenship
and Lilly (1977) generated competencies reflecting ro]a
changes for .both regular and special educators.

Semmel (1980) conducted an extensive analysis of
the proyisions of P.L. 94-142 and the under]yind
explicit and implicit assumptions about teacﬁer
behavior and competencies. Thesegassumptions include:

1. Teachers possess or are capable of
achieving competency in assessment of pupils’
current level of educational functioning.

2. Teachers can participate in the selection
of long and short-term objectives appropriate
for a particular pupil.

3. Teachers can choose appropriate standards
and methods for evaluating achievement of
short-term objectives.

4, Teachers are able to actively participate
in the multidisciplinary assessmen<,
p]aﬁement, and educational planning for a
pupil. .

Implicit assumptions regarding teacher
behavjor and attitudes also include:

1. ‘Teachers accept the validity of the
diagnostic-prescriptive approach to
educational planning and have knowledge of
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the empirical basis of applied methods of
this approach. ,
2. Teachers' attitudes toward
individualization and mainstreaming are
positive.
<3, Teachers possess by are able to gain
competency in integrating IEP plans with
plans for an entire class (p. 4).

Similar exp]icitﬁand implicit assumptions may underlie
role expectations for the regular classroom éeacherrin
the implementation phase. Regular class teachers can
apparent]y'1earn to jmplement programs as effectively
as special educators as defined by improved special
students' progress. Hasazi (1975) and Knight, Meyers,
Hasa21, Paoﬁucc1-wh1tcomb and Nevin (1981) described a
consu]tant who succé?sfu]]y tra1nzﬁ regu education

4

personne] to prOV1de specy jal education‘w1th1n the
o

vt

regu]&nvoiassroom. M111er“and Sabftwho (1978) compared

* and contrasted the efﬁects of a resoumce teacher and a

"2a . ‘f

: consu]tknt"mode]. 'Tn the re source teacher model,
1nstruct10na1 servfées were éﬁ?ect1y provided to
special meeds chi]dren. In the consultant teacher
model raﬂn1ng and consultipg services were provided
to ena:Xe thetteacher to provide direct instruction to
special needs childrea. Both models were equally
effective .in improving child related variables. The

main differences between the two models were the
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increased instructional skills acquired by the regular
classroom teacher as a result of interaction with a
consultant.

The teacher's knowledge of the services available
in the immediate environment, i.e., the school.s%te,
may affect IEP implementation (Safer, et al., 1979).
Given the range of special education services available
at some schools, e.g. curriculum materials, aides; th;
regular teacher's utilization of these supportive
services is 1ikely to vary depending on his/her
awareness of their availability.

Training and experience in special education may\
affect "IEP implementation. Safer, et gl;, (1979) found
a significant correlation between the curriculum of
teacher education programs and the utilization patterns
of the graduates. Teachers trained in
diagnostic/prescriptive skills tended to use IEPs more
Ehan teachers trained in programs which focused on
other skills. In a study of the effectiveness of the
IEP process in thirty-five California school districts,
Zinck (1980) found that 16% of the regular teachers
surveyed had excellent training in special educationy

20% had good training, 51% fair training, and 13%

4
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réﬂ&rtéd moderate training, although 59% were
responsibfe for implementing one or more IEPs.
Further, Blaschke (1979) cited teachers desire for more
training in special education te&hniques. - ‘
.Stearns, Greene and David (1980) examinéd thei
effects of P.L. 94-142 in twenty-two local ;ducétion
agencies in three states during the 1978-79 'school
year.> "Ip general, "the impact of P.L. 94-142 on
schools w;; consiherab]e... the immediate impact of the
»1aw on staff was that they had more to do and had to do
the usual things differently * (p. 130). Regular class -
teachers in general reported they had not been prepared
for the change in role required to include special
education students and commonly expressed worr{es about
time consumed in helping exceptional students, their .
own ignorance about how to instruct handicapped
students, anq the extra work required. Teachers who
integrated handicapped students tended to have prior
experience in teaching exceptionai children or had
taken speciai education courses.
fn summary, teacher attitudes, role perceptions,

orientation, skills, training and experience appear to

be significant variables affecting the IEP |

-
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implementation process. Positive attitudes, dynamic
role perceptions, diagnostic-prescriptive orientation

and teaching skills, ‘and training and experience in

/spec1a1 education are associated with IEP

implementation and successful integration of

handicapped children in the regular classrcom.

Envigonmenta] Characteristics. Another set of
factors which may affect the implementation procegs
includes characteristics of the environment in which
+he IEP is implemented. As'mentioned above, program
type was found to relate to IEP implementation in terms
of the extent of participation in the regular classroom
(Dickson and.Costa, 1981). Additional support for the
effects of this variable was found by Stearns, et-al.,
(1979) who reported'that regular teachers with students
in resource programs were significant]y‘more likely
than regular teachers with students in special classes
to refer to the IEP. \

Local policies and procedures regarding the
coo;dination of IEP implementation activities have
emerged as a major factor in 1mp1ementat{on (Safer, et
al., 1979; Stearns, et al., 1979; Craig, et al., 1980).

Two administrative mechanisms have surfaced as
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facilitators of IEP implementation. One is the
presence of a communication netw0fk among the various
service delivery personnel. This may consist of a
series of meetings between regular and special

education teachers to discuss implementation problems

and results (Safer, et al., 1979). The second process -

1nvo1ves°the designation of a role which functions as

the implementation coprdinator or 'manager" (Safer, et

al., 1979; Walker, 1978). The appointed individual has
Fesponsibi]ity for coordinating and monitoring IEP
services, assisting in implementing the IEP, providing
technical §ssistance to the implementers, and acting as
a liaisorm between the child study (or assessment) team
and the se}vice providers (Walker, 1978). In
California Master Plan schqo]s, the resource specialist
at least par{ia]]y fulfills this role. Both parents
and regular teachers in Masteﬁ{P]an schools reported
that the resource specialist played a crucia] role in
the coordination of special education services (Craig,
et al., 1980). " In contrast, Pugach (1980) found 1little
coordination between instructional programs in regular
and special edugcation settings in a study of Illinois

schools which did not have a coordinator role like the

»
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resource specialist. ‘w
PR

IEP implementation may be affected by ongoing

~

&

inservice training of service prowiders., Participation
in"inservice training programs related to IEPs appearéa
to promote subsequent utilization of IEPs (Danielson,
et al., 1979). However, Safer, et al., (1979) have
argued that some skills are hetter learned through
practical experience as provided by participation in
the IEP development process.

The availability of the services listed in the IEP
obviously affects the ability to provide those
services. Loca} educational agencies have a legal
qb]igation to include all educational services deemed

.+ necessary to meet the learnmer's needs, regardless of
availability. If unavailable serviges are included in
the IEP, schools would have a difficult time
implementing the IEP 2s written, Availability of
edqgg?fgnai services may depend on funds and community
resources. These attributes relate to the size of the
community, historical invesiment in educational
services, and community values regarding 2ducatiocn
(Safer, et 3l., 19f9). These prepasitions are

.
Ainaes

supported hy the finding that parents neaded to ovrovide




more additional educationa1 services in California's

non-Master-Plan schools than in Master Plan areas
(Stearns, et al., 1979). Further, school districts in
rural areas reported providing fewer educational
_services than districts in urban and suburban areas
(Danielson, et al., 1979). 1In ; study of nineteen
states, Helge (1981) found a number of problems in the
implementation of comprehensive special education
programming in rural areas. Thus, geographic locale
may be another environmental characteristic which
affects IEP implementation.

Similarly, the amount.and type of resources
1mmed1ate1y $va11ab1e to the classroom teacher may be a
signif{cant factor affecting implementation. Resource
gupports such as assessment systems, curriculum guides,
sequences of 1nstrugtiona1 objectives, 1nstruct19na1
materials, standardized forms, classroom aides, and’
consultation personnel have been identified as critical
to the provision of individualized education (Safer,
et al., 1979). Assessment systems allowed teachers to
conduct more comprehensive assessment of student
fuactioning with greater ease and speed. S3Sequences of

objectives in basic skill areas such as reading, math,




s

|
|
. 34 :
and spelling were citud as extremely useful in
|

al., 1979; Stearns, et al., 1979; Craig, et al., 1980;

translating goals into instructional activities.
Curricuium guides and diverse types of instructional
materials also facilitated 1nd1v%dua1ized instruction.
Standardized forms for instructional planning apd
record keeping promoted the development of tasks which

corresponded to IEP objec;ives.' Consultation with

.educationa1 specialists provided teachers with

assistance in 1ﬁterpretat10n and 1mp1emen%at10n of
IEPs. Zinck (1980) found that redu]ar ducation
teachers were highly satisfied with tWégsupport
provided by special educators. The presence of teacher,
aides allowed the regular teacher more time to deve]op"'
and implement individualized instructional activities ,
for their handicapped students (Skfer, et al., 1979).
Time for 1nstru§t10na1 planning and 1nd1v1§yak\k
instruction was 1deﬁt1f1pd as a critical factor in ‘\6

implementation according to several studies (Safer, et u

Blaschke, 1979). The findings indicated that the more
planning time available to teachers, the more 11ke1y\
IEP objectivés were translated into individualized

instructional activities. Planning and instruction
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time related to such classroom characteristics as class
‘size and the number of students needing individual
attention. Increased jnstrﬁctiona] time allowed
teachers to provide 1nd1;idua1 instruction often needed
by handicapped learners (Safer, et al., 1979).

There is some evidence which suggests that IEP

implementation is affected by local documentation and

monitoring procedures (Craig, et al., 1980; Stearns,
et al., 1979). Teachers reported greater use of IEPs
in areas whefe documentation and monitoring of
educational services were required. The requirement
for annual evaluation of IEPs included in P.L. 94-142
could have a similar effec¥ on 1mp1ement$tion
practicés. However, the absence of formal procedures
for documentation and accountability for regular
classroom teachers might 1imit the effectiveness of
this contingency.

In summary, a variety of characteristics of the
educational environment were found to be related to
implementing lEPs inc1udiﬁg program type, coordination
between'regu1ar and special education, inservice
trainihg and consultation opportunities, availability

of special education and related services, geographic
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variables and planning and instructional time.

Child Characteristics. Another set of variables

which have been found to affect implementation
practices 1nE1ude tﬂe characteristics of the
handicapped learner for whom the IEP is developed.
Primary among these is the type of disability.
Implementation patterns would be expected to vary

- depending on the severity of the child's disability,
given the relationship between placement and
handicapping condition (Dickson and Costa, 1981). . i
Indeed, Stearns, et al., (1979) found that regular

N e e  *} ] T .

teachers with less severely handicapped students, i.e.,
those in lass restrictive resource programs, were
significantly more 1ikely to refer to the IEP than
teachers with mdre severely impaired students 19
special classes. However, the relationship betweén "
d?sabi]ity and b]acement makes it difficult to separate
the individual effects of each in the implementation
process. ’
The grade level of the child may affect use of the
[EP. Jordan (I978) has identified significant

differences in special education delivery patterns

between elementary and secondary levels., Typically,

£
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fewer handicapped studenés are served in the upper
grade levels. This might suggest higher rates of
1mp1ementatioﬁ given reduced time demands on teachers.
However, Craig, et al., (1980) found lower rates of
IEP use by teachers‘in secondary education. Clearly,
the student's grade level affects the implementation
process but the type and bases of the effects are
unclear. |

In summary, the severity of the handicap (in
interaction with placement) and the grade level of the
learner have been found to affect the regular class
teache}s' 1mp1ementatiqn of IEPs. Other
characteristics of handicapped children such as age,
race, and sex may, be significant varijables in IEP
implementation. However, their effects on regular
class teachers' implementation of the IEP have not been
systematically addressed in the literature.

Summary. This review of the literature has
examined the regular class teacher's role in the IEP
process, with particular emphasis on the vactors which
may affect 1mp1emehtat10n activities.

In general, regular class teachers have had

1imited involvement and influence in the IEP
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development and in formal implementation of IEPs. They
require particular competencies and skills to educate
students with spebiaT needs in the regular classroom
and regular class teachers have major implicit if not
explicit responsibilities for implementing IEPs.
Furthermore, a variety of factors including
characteristics of the IEP, the regular teacher, the
implementation environment and the hquicapped student
are important in examining the regular teacher's
implementation of the IEP. While some conditions
appear to promote implementation of IEPs, (e.g.,
involvement in the planning process, inservice
training, communication networks, and linkage
personnel) other factors may inhibit implementation
activities (e.g., exclusion of the regular teachers
from IEP planning, limited educational resources,
fragmentation of implementation responsibilities and
limited teacher planning time):

Research Issues

The review of the literature formed the basis for
the present study and guided the development of the
research questions. As shown in Table 1.1, the major

findings from the review of the literature indicated

st
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'that several characte}istics and variables are
correlated with the regular class teacher's role in
implementing individualized educational programs.
Moreover several researchers have reported sig11ar
results indicating that these variab-les should be
addressed when conducting gesearch in this field.
These variables are summarized according to child
characteristic;, ehvironmentai characteristics,
do .ument characteriséics, service prpvider (i.e., the
regular class teacher) characteristics, and the degree
of 1nvo1vgment of the regular teacher in the IEP
process.

Specifically, child characteristics which appear
to influence the regular teacher's implementation of
IEPs include grade level and severity of handicap as it
relates to the type of program in which the student is
placed. Important environmental characteristics include
geography or population (rural versus urban),
availability of services, amount and type of resource
support, time for instructional planning, and
coordination of services. Significant do¢ument

‘characteristics include the types of goals and

objectives listed in the IEP as well as specification

-
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of the extent to which the stident participates in the
regular program. The cruciai characteristics of the
rggu1ar class teacher include the level of skill in
gpb]ying diagnostic/prescriptive teaching activities as
well as previous training and experience in
diagnostic/prescriptive teaching. The atéitude of the
teacher and the teacher's communication with special
educators are also importhnt variables. Finally, the
literature indicates several variablec related to the
reguﬁar class teacher's role in the formal p:g;gss of
deve1op125, implementing, and monitoring the IEP, such
as attenhing planning and review meetings, owning a
copy of the IEP, using tha IEP, &nd monitoring the
[EP.

The results of the iiterature review}provideﬁ the
theoretical and empirical framework for generating six
major variables which were used to assess potentiai
relationships: type otﬁprogram; grade. level,
population, special education skills, training, and
experience. The identification of any existing
relationships should form the basis for delineating
recommendations for enhancing the regular teacher's

implementation of I[EPs. .

<
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Mator Findings

Role of Regular Teacher:
Planning
Implementation
Use of I1EP

. Document Characteristics:
Extent of participation in regular program
Type of goals and objectives
Correlation with having a personal copy of the IEP
Implementer Characteristics:
Corralation of diagnostic/prescriptive teaching skills
Correlations with training in diagnostic/prescriptive teaching

Lorrelation with experience in diagnostic/prescriptive teaching

Correlation with comaunication between special education and
genera) education teachers

COrnelatgon with .favorable attitudes

Environuental Ckaracterlstlcs:
Correlation with population (rural v. urban)
Availability of services
Amount and type of resource support
Tiwe for instructional planning
Coordination of services

¢hild Characteristics:
Correlation with type(s) of proyram/severity of handicap
Correlation with grade level

TABLE 1.
SUPHARY OF HAJOR FIHDINGS FROM LITERATURE REVIEW RE REGULAR CLASS TEACHER'S hoLE IN IMPLEMENTING 1EPs

Researchers

Marver and David 1978;; Alper (1978); Fenton et'al. (1978)
Goldstein et al, (1980); Pugach (1980); Zinck (1980) Gil1fam & Coleman (1981)
Safer (1973); Alper (1978); Zinck (1980); Craig (1980); Pugach (1980)

Harver and David (1978) .
Dickson and Costa (1981); Stearns (1980); Walker (1978)
Pugach (1980)

Safer 21979}; Redden and Blackhurst (1977); Blankenship and Lilly (1277)
Safer (1979); Zinck (1980); Danielson (1979); Hasazi {1977) Miller and
Sabatino {1978); knight et al. (1981)

Safer $1979;; Miller and Sabatine (1978); Knight et al. (1981)

Safer (1979); Blaschke {1979)

Sempal and Morgan (1978); Blaschke (1979); Semme) (1980)

Danielson (1979); Safer (1979); Helge (1981)

Safer (1979

Safer (1979

Safer (1979); Stearns (1980); Craig (1980); Blaschke (1979)
Craig (1980); Walker (1978); Safer (1979); Pugach (1980)

Dickson ang Costa {1981); Danielson (1979);
Jordan (1978); Craig (1980)

Ly
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

g

Description of the Setting

The Santa Barbara Speécial Education Services
Region has been a Master Plan district since 1976. It
is comprised of 95 school sites in 24 districts of,
Santa Barbara County.- Special education services have
been extensively reviewed at the local and state level.
An analysis of the 1979-80 compliance review of IEP
records was conducted by the special education service
region as part of the regularly scheduled triannual
review (Windmiller, 1980). An analysis of the 1981
program review was conducted by the California
Department of Education, Office of Special Education as
part of the regularly scheduled state review of
programs (Miller, 1981).

Windmiller (1980) reported the 1979-80 Triennia1‘
Review of the Comprehensive Plan for Special Education
Office of the Santa Barbara County Schools. From
November 1979 to May 1980, 56 programs and 256 records

r-;
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were reviewed. This represented about one-third of the
special education classes in the county. Of these 56
programs, 11 elementary resource specialist programs
and 24 elementary special ¢lass programs were reviewed
covering the fbi]owing‘districts: Carpinteria, Goleta,
Lohpoc, Orcutt, Santa Barbara Elementary, Santa Maria
Elementary, County Operated (north), and County
Operated (south). Program compliance with legal
timelines and procedures generated consistent data
because every pragram and IEP record was reviewed by
he same individual using the same instrument. Data

ere summarized according to compliance in 4 areas:
referral, assessment, IEP planning, and review. Within
these areas, there were specific items related to
monitoring the participation of the regular classroom

/
eetings for students in resource programs were

{~; acher. During 1979-1980, IEP planning and review
attended by 79% of the regular class teachers, whereas
IEP‘p1anning and review meetings for students in
special classes were atﬁended by only 15% of the
regular teachers. Particiﬁation in regular programs
was noted for 100% of students in resource classes and

49%. 6f students in special classes.
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Miller (1981) reported the results of the Program
Audit of the Santa Barbara County Special Education
Service Region (SESR) conducted during March 2 - 6,
1981. Thirty-two school sites in 12 of the 24 school
districts were surveyed. The participation of regular
c1a;s teachers was selected for particular
commendations. .

In summary, these reviews indicate that regular
education involvement in special education programs has
been mqnitored and commended.

Subjects -

A sample of IEPs for students at the elementary
level were randomly selected from the 95 school sites
(in 24 districts) of Santa Barbara County. This enabled
an appropriate sample from rural and urban schools,
where Casmalia district is the smallest (n=35) and
S;nfa Barbara High School the largest (n=10, 635); of
the 24 districts, 19 are K-6 or K-8. The total
enrollment of all districts is 49,143; 0f this number
5,347 (10.9% of the K-12 enrollment) are enrolled in
some type 6f special education program and, presumably,

have IEPs written for their program. The total number

of certificated staff of all districts is 3,070 with
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355 in tne area of special education. The 1980-81
gnprolliment in the 2lemerntary special educatien program
was 3,289 with 1,935 students raée1ving services from
resource speciaiist and specia1 é1ass programs and
1,354 students receiving deSignated instructional

services.

Semple Seiection

The sample was se]ecied'acéording to the
p}ocedures deveioped by the Santa Barbara County
5pecial Education Service Region as part of dits
triennial review progrems., Each of Z00 programs
(district,'bu;1d1ng site, and type of program) was
written on 2 3 x 5 index card. The cards were shuffled
and one third were selected at randem for review during
1479-80. A similar selection system was used with the
remaining programs tJ select the programs for review
during 1980-81. A total of 49 e{émentary programs wers?
réviewed across all disteicts for. 1980-81, including 20
resource programs, seven programs for tha severely

handicapped, six fér communicativaly handicapped, two

for physically handicappea and 24 for learning

'hangicapped.. The IEP research staff randomly selected

20 sites to review IEP records.'

L)
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Once the program was selected, the reviewer
obtained a class list from the teacher of the program.
The reviewer selected five numbers from a list of
random numbers and selected the corresponding name on
the class 1ist. To obtain the cumulative folder for
that student, the reviewer followed confidentiality
procedures in effect at each ;choo1.

For the purposes of this study a research staff
qember accompanied the program specialists who
conducted the review of a raﬁdom sample of 20 of the 49
elementary programs under review for 1980-81, yielding
a random sample of 100 IEPs distributed as shown in
Table 2.1. This represents approximately 40% of all
elementary IEPs reviewed during 1980-81 (N=245) and 10%
of all possible elementary IEPs (N=1,096) which
comprise the pool of programs being reviewed.

For each IEP reviewed, regular classroom teachers
were identified (N=59) and asked to complete a survey
designed for purposes of this study. Tﬁe distribution
of teachers surveyed is shown in Table 2.2.

Data Collection Process

The sample selection process was consistent with
the study design de;cribed in Figuré 1 which depicts
the four phases of the data collection process. The
da%a collection system included the identification of
regular c1dss teachers who had students with IEPs

assigned to their classes.

)

> 4
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TABLE 2.1
Distribution of IEPs Reviewed for This Study
Resource Special
Specialist Class Class
North County (n=30) K-3 4-6 K-3 4-6
Orcutt k 4 1 3 2
Lompoc 0 0 2 3
Guadalupe 3 2 0 0
Santa Maria 3 2 2 3
South County ‘(n=70) ‘4
Santa Barbara 6\ 9 14 11
Goleta 2 3 0 5
Carpinteria 2 3 0 5
Montecito 3 2 0 0
Brandon 0 0 5 0
TOTALS (n=100) 23 22 26 29
TABLE- 2.2
Distribution of Elementary Teachers Surveyed
Resource Specialist Special Class
North County (n=24) K-3 4-6 K-3 4-6
Orcutt 4 1 3 1
Lompoc 0 0 1 0
Santa Maria Ele. 3 2 2 2
Guadalupe 3 2 0 0
South County (n=35)
S. B. Elem. 3 4 5 4
Goleta 3 2 0 3
Carpinteria 2 * 0 4
Montecito 2 3 0 0
Goleta
TOTAL _(n=59) 20 14 11 14

* Two teachers had students from both resource and special class programs.
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This required a review of the IEP records which was
Eoordinated with the regularly scheduled triennial
review of programs conducted by tﬁe Santa Barbara
Special Education Services Region. A random sample of
K-6 1EPs was analyzed for content and extent to which
regular classroom participation placement was
recommended. Subsequently identified regular classroom
teachers who were assigned students with<IEPs were
asked to complete a survey designed to elicit their
awareness, attitudes, and actual involvement in
implementing IEPs. A further subsample of the
respondents was directly interviewed. Interviewees were
asked to review their re%ponses to the survey as well
as to respond to a specially designed interview
protocol. This surfaced further information regarding
IEP implementation., It also provided a reliability
check of respondents' written responses. Reliability
was further assessed by directly matching respondehts'
indications of awareness and access to the IEP to the

corresponding items in the IEP records review.

63
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DATA COLLECTION PROCESS IN ANALYZING INVOLVEMENT OF REGULAR

CLASSROOM TEACHERS IN IMPLEMENTING IEPs*

PHASE SUBJECTS DATA SETS
I POOL OF K-6 FOR SANTA 1. CONTENT ANALYSIS
BARBARA COUNTY
COMPLIANCE REVIEW
(n=245)
I ANALYSIS OF RANDOM 2. IDENTIFICATION OF
SAMPLE OF IEPs SERVICE PROVIDERS
(n=100) INC. REGULAR
CLASS TEACHERS
111 SURVEY OF REGULAR 3. AWARENESS OF
CLASS TEACHERS CONTENT OF IEP
ASSIGNED TO SAMPLED
IEP STUDENTS 4. ATTITUDES TOWARDS
(n=59) CONTENT OF IEP
5. EXTENT OF
INSTRUCTIONAL
MODIFICATIONS
6. EXTENT OF USE/
PARTICIPATION IN
SUPPORT SERVICES
Iv RANDOM SAMPLE OF 7. DIRECT OBSERVA-

SURVEY RESPONDENTS
FOR DIRECT INTER=

VIEWS/OBSERVATIONS
(n=16)

TION/VERIFICA-
TION OF ITEMS 3-6

8. ADDITIONAL INFOR-
MATION REGARDING
VARIABLES IMPACT
ING IEP
IMPLEMENTATION

*The data collection process for this [EP Research Project was
coordinated with the regularily scheduled Triennial Compliance
Review conducted by the Santa Barbara Special Education Services
Region.

64
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Sources of Data'and Instrumentation

There were multiple sources of data for analyzing
the regular class teacher implementation of IEPs. The
review of the literature and analyses of federal and

state legislation comprised one source. ﬁﬁis

teacher

information provided the basis for developjing the
.instrumentation for the IEP records review, t%%/

survey, and the interview protocol.

IEP Records. One data source was provided by the

IEP records review. This provided data on the content
of the IEés as well as documentation of regular class
teacher involvement in referral, planning, review and
modification of the regular program. In addition,
demographic data was also collected regarding type of
program as well as avaitability of programs and
services in the building. The instrumentation for
Phase II (IEP Records Review) was based on a 24-item
protocol designed by Windmiller (1980) to assess the
degree of compliance ip meeting referral, assessment,
implementation and review aspects of the California
Master Plan ang P.L. 94-142. for 1981, a l5-item
protocol was utilized. For purposes of this study,

items were added to six key items already included in
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order to more clearly delineate the role of the regular
class teacher. Figure 2 shows the 15 items noted for
each of the 100 K-6 IEPs reviewed for this study. (See
Appendix 1 for a copy of the Compliance Review
Protocol.)

The validity of the IEP Records Review Protocol
was addressed by two methods. An expert review of the
protocol wa; conducted by the assistant director of the
SESR, a program specialist and two professors of
special education. This provided construct and content
validity. A pilot test of the protocol was conducted
with two prog}am specialists reviewing a sample of IEPs
not included in the study. The final protocol is shown

in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2 52
PROTOCOL FOR IEP RECORDS REVIEW
Sex Male -
Female —
Spanish surname _ Yes____ No___
Regular Teacher Assigned Yes__ No___
Source of referral ,
Regular Teacher Yes___ No___
Other (Specify) Yes___ No____

Attendance of regular class
teacher at IEP Meeting Yes No

Status of IEP implementation

Extent to which student

participation regular program
Academic Subjects
Nonacademic Subjects

Participation of regular class
teacher at IEP Review Mtg. Yes No

Modification of regular education

program designed to enable a

handicapped student to participate

in the regular classroom __—~ VYes No

Specification of such modifica-
tions in IEP Yes No

Provision of Physical Education

Regular PE with nonhandicapped

students Yes___ No____
Adaptive PE , Yes____ No____
PE in separate class Yes____ No___

Level of placement last year/this year
From less restrictive ta more restrictive
Same
From more restrictive to less restrictive

what actions were recommended as a result
of the review?

Who has copies of IEP?

Who coordinates the services listed in
the IEP?

.(;7
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/.

The Teacher Survey. Another source of data was a

written survey(of regular class teachers. The supvey
was designed to: sur?ace information on what reguiar
class teachers believed their role ought to be
(perceived role) contrasted with how they were actually
fumctioning (enacted role) on special educatian
diagnostic/prescriptive teaching functions; identify
possible sources ef variation, such as grade level
(primary vs. 1ntermedfate) and organizational
varjables, such as type and availability of special
services; and generate demographic data about personal
and professional characéeristics, such as years of
experience, special education training, and
certifications. The instrumentation for Phase III
(Teacher Survey) was derived from the conceptual model
shown in Figure 3. This was based on a comprehensive
review of the literature on the implementation of IEPE,
as well as an analysis of federal and state legislation
and regulations and the Santa Barbara SESR procedural
handbook (Schram and Windmiller, 1980). Items were
generated fof each area and Likert scales were
constructed io enable respondents to indicate
differential ratings. '

The validity of the survey was addressed in three




AWARENESS LEVEL

Figure 3

COHCEPTUAL SCHEMA FOR DEVELOPHENT NF TEACHER SURVEY

(Part 1, 12.4)
3, If no, why not?

DIRECT SUPPORT
ATTITUDES -LEVEL INSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL SERVICES LEVEL
1. Are there students with IEP's 4. If yes, do you agree 5. 1f yes, to what extent have 8. 1f yes, to what extent have
enrolled in your classroom with the 1£P? (Part I, you designed specific instruc- you met with the parents of
(Part 1, 8, 9.2, N)* 13, 14} 12.9) timmal objectives for a student a student with [EP to discuss:
2. If yes, do you have access 1f no, why rot? with an IEP? (Part 11, 3) {nstructional programs or
to the iEP? (Part 1, 12.1-5) . It no, why not? progress? (Part If, 10)
1f yes, have you read it? 6. To <hat extent have you changed 1f not, why not?
your instructional procedures 9, Tc what extent have you met -
for a student with an IEP? with special educators to
(Part 11, 6, 7, 12, 13, 14, 17, discuss the program or
18) progress of students with 1EP?
7. Vo what extent have you imple- (Part I, 15, 16; Part I1, 4
mented a specialized testing or 5, 1)
evaluation procedure for a 10. To what extent have you
student with an 1EP? (Part I, participated in the planning
9, 12) process for a student with an
1ep?  (Part 1, 15, 16; Part Il
6, 10, 11, 16)

11. To what extent have you
participated in a due process
hearing for a student with
an 1EP? (Part’1I, 19)

12. To what extent have you
trained or supervised peer
tucors or prraprofessionals
in their implementation of a
program for 3 Student with a
1Ep?  (Partl, 10; Part I, 20)

13. To what extent have you

* Ralated Survey ltems

participated in inservice
training related to special
education? (Part I1. 4, 6, 8)




55

ways. A draft of the survey was distributed for a
pilot review by regular classroom teachers who
completed ;he_survey and noted the amount of time
required and aay ambiguities due to terminology,
wording, or format. A personal interview was then
scheduled to discuss reactions and to verify the
relationship of survey items to their actual
experiences in implementing IEPs. Teacher responses
provided information aBout the content validity of the
instrument. In addition, an expert review was
conducted by two professors of special education, a.
program specialist and the assistant director of the
SESR. They reviewed the survey instrument for content
and construct validity. After careful examination,
each person provided reactions and suggestions for
revis%ons to the principal investigator. Revisions of
the draft were made on the basis of the information
collected from both the pilot review and expert review.
See Appendix i for the final draft of the teacher
survey. Finally, a third form of content validity was
provided by analyzing the congruence of responses
during the follow-up interviews with selected survey

respondents.
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In;ervﬁew Protocol. The final source of data was

¢

provided by the interview shown in Figure 4. The
protocol was developed to obtain teachers' descriptions
of programs implemented for special education students
as well as to clarify their written responses to the
survey. The questions elicited teachers' reactigps
related to actual work effort, satisfaction,
effe.tiveness, efficiency, problems and barriers, and
recommendations for change. Interview responses were
matched to written responses to determine reliability
(consistency) of measurements of teacher behaviors

related to implementing IEPs.
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FIGURE 4
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

1. What are your major act%vities as they
relate to implementing IEPs?

2. How much freedom do you have in deciding
what aspects/services you will provide for
special education students?

3. Who/what factors determine what you do in
implementing IEPs?

4. In what areas of your work with special
education students do you see yourself as
most effective? 1least effective?

5. 1If you feel you are less effective than
you'd 1ike to be, what are some of the
problems or barriers you must deal with?

6. What are some of the problems you
encounter in your work with special education
students?

7. What do you do that is different from
what others do?

8. How satisfied are you with your work?
What are the most satisfying aspects7 What
are least satisfying?

9. What suggestions do you have for training
regular education teachers who work with
special education students?

10. What changes would you like to see in
your work as a regular class teacher in
implementing IEPs for special education
students and how would such changes make a
difference?

~J

&
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Research Questions 4

As indicated in the review of the literature, five
major research issues we}e found to be associated®with
variables that appear to influence £he regular
teacher's implementation of IEPs. These issues
%nc]uded chin,characteristic, environmental
characteristﬁcs, §ocument characteristics, service
provider characteristics, and formal role specification
of the regular class teacher. The'research snggested
that sﬂecific variables were related to each of these
characteristics. These variables were operationmally
defined in the data cg11ection process to provide a
source of data for analysis. Table é.3’out11nes each
research issue, the relevant variables, data source,
and research questions which were to be addressed using
descriptive and correlational approaches.

Analysis of Data

L3

Frequency distributions‘were generated to show
percentages of'respbndgnts for each item o% the teacher
survey and student [EP recofhs review. Responses to

) 1EP records review items and teacher survey items were
summPrized and chi square tests of association were
conducted. /

Although the chi square analysis does not imply

~J
Co




TABLE 2.3 - f
: RESEARCH QUESTIONS
. RESEARCH ISSUE RELEVANT VARIABLES DATA SOURCE DESCRIPTIVE CORBELATIONAL
Role Specification Coples of the IEP 1EP Student Revien What §s the distribution of  Are differences in the -
of Regular Class Teacher Teacher Survey respondents? distribution correlated with
population, grade level, program
speclal education skill,
; training or experience?
Modifications of the 1EP Student Review What are the types of Are differences in the dis-
regular class Teac::r ?urvey nodifications? trlb*tl?n correzatgd w{th
Teacher Interview T population, grade level, pro-
“;g ?gglfications noted in aram, special education? skill,
t ? training or experience?
Involvement in IEP planning 1EP Student Review What 1s the frequency of Are differences in the dis-
Teacher Survey teachers involved in IEP tribution correlated with
Teacher Interview planning and review meetings? population, grade level, pro-
gram special education skill,
training or experience?
. Use of the [EP Teacher Survey ’ What 1s the distribution of  Are differences correlated with
. respondents for a range of population, grade level, pro-
levels of use? gram, special education skill,
training or experience?
Refer to the IEP Teacher Survey What is the distribution of Are differences 'in distribution
J respondents for a variety correlated with population,
of purposes? grade lével, program, special
education skill, training or
, experience?
Knowledge that IEP students  Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
are in regular class Teacher Interview respondents who know that correlated with population,
students with IEPs are en- grade level, program, special
rolled in their classes? education skills, training
or experience?
Attitude toward IEP document Teacher Survey What Is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
’ Teacher Interview ., respondents who view the IEP correlated with populjtien,
as halpful? grade level, program, special
2 education, skills, t ing or
. experience?

What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
respondents who were satisfied correlated with population,
with the progress of their grade level, program, speciai

students with 1EPs? education skill, training or
" 4 . ‘ experience?
75
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TABLE 2.3cont.

{ 7
V4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

RESEARCH 1SSUE . RELEVANT VARIABLES DATA SOURCE DESCRIPTIVE CORRELATIONAL
Role Specification of Placement changes and review 1EP Student Review What s the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
Regular Class Teacher actions students who move from more to corralated with population,

(cont.) less, less to more, restrictive grade level, program, special

. environments or who remain in education skill, training or
the same placement? experience?
.
Document characteristics Extent of participation {n 1EP Student Review What percent of the IEPs Are differences in distribution
* regular programs Teacher Survey Visted participation in correlated with population,

regular programs and for what arade level. orngram,.and for
academic and non-academic sub* students whose teachers res-
Jects including physical edu- ponded, special education

catfonal provisions? skill, training or experience?

Types of goals and objectives I1EP Student Review What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
students' goals and correlated with population,
objectives? grade level, qrograms. specid)

education skills, training or
. experience?
Implementer characteristics Diagnostic/prescriptive ) Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differances fh distribution
s teaching skills respondents for skills related correlated with population,
, to CTPL competencies? grade level, program?
m Diagnostic/prescriptive Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
, training / respondents for training correlated with population,

; in CTPL competencies? grada level, program?
Diagnostic/prescriptive Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differences correlated with
teaching activities respondents for actual/ideal teachers who'participate in

activities related to CTPL 1EP planning & review ueetings?
competencies?

Communication between specfal Teacher Survey What is the distribution of

and regular educators respondents for interactions
with a variety of personnel?

/ Satisfaction with Yevel and  Teacher Survey Hhat is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
type of support respondents for satisfaction correlated with population,
with each person? grade level, program, special
education skills, training or
experience?
\
\
77 \
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TABLE 2.3 cont.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

RESEARCH 1SSUE RELEVANT VARIABLES DATA SOURCE DESCRIPTIVE CORRELATIONAL
Implementer characteristics Knowledge of special education Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differeaces in distribution
(cont.) services available in building respondents for accuracv of correlated with population,
knowledge? grade level, program, special
- education skill, training or
experience?
Knowledge of special education Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
laws respondents who know P.L. correlated with population;
94. 142, California Haster grade level, program, special
Plan, and 5047 educztion skill, training or
experience?
participation in special educa- Teacher Survey What is the distribution of Are differences in distribution
tion inservice events ’ resgondents who have parti- correlated with population,
, ciplated in special education grade Tevel, program, special
inservice events? education skill, training or
experience? -
Satisfactfon with usefulness Teacher Survey Nhat is the distribution of Are differences in distribution
of inservice respondents on a 5 point correlated with population,
satisfaction with useful- grade level, program, special
ness scale education skill, training or
experience?
Environmental Charac- Rural v. Urban 1EP Student Review What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
teristics Teacher Survey respondents according to correlated with population,
North County (rural) v. grade level, program?

South County (urban) for each
- ftem on the Student I1EP Review
form and Teacher Survey?

Hature and anw‘?t of support  Teacher Survey What is the distribution of  Are differences in distribution
respondents for each person correlated with population,
and type of support? . grade level, program?
Availability of services Teacher Survey What is the distribution of Ave differences in distribution
respondents re accuracy of correlated with populatioh,
reporting available services? grade level, progran?
Coordination of services 1EP Student Review What is the distribution Are differences in distribution
* of responses? correlated with population,
. grade Vevel, program?
Teacher Survey What is frequency of inter- Are differences in distribution
— action with variety of correlated with population,
‘¢ special personnel? grade level, program?
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Environmental Character-
fstics (cont.)

Child Characteristics

{
RELEVANT VARIABLES

Time for instructional planning

Type and severity of handicap/
placement

Grade Level: Primary §K-3)
and Intermediate (4-6

Sex *

Ethnic origin

TABLE 2.3 cont.

DATA SOURCE

Teacher Survey

1EP Student Review

1EP Student Review

1EP ‘Student Review

1EP Student Review

RESEARCI! QUESTIONS

DESCRIPTIVE

What is the distribution of res~

ponses to activities related to
planning?

What fs the distribution of stu-
dents enro}led in less restric-
tive v. more restrictive pro-
grams?

What is the distribution of Stu-
dents enrolled at each grade
level?

What is the distribution of
male/female students

What 1s the distribution of
students with Spanish surname?

CORRELATIONAL

Is there a relationship with
selected variables?

Are differences in distribution
correlated with population,
grade lavel, program?

Are differences in distribution
correlated with population,
grade level, program?

Are differences in distribution
correlated with population,
grade level, program?

Are differences in distribution
correlated with population,
grade lavel, program?

29




any direction or cause-effect re]atidnship, it can
indicate whether or not the variables are statistically
independent. The following assumptions of the chi
square test appear to have been met in this study: ‘The
observations (respondents'’ ratings on Likert scales and
nominations for sdrvey jtems) were indepeﬁdent; the
status variables (grade level, geography, population,
program type, skill level, special education training,
and experience) were 1egica1 and mutually exclusive;
expected frequencies greater than five occered‘ie
cells for which tests of significance were obtained;
and the sum of expected frequencies equaled the sum of
observed frequencies.

In order to test the statistical independence of
respondents' ratings and aominations, responses were
grouped into mutually exclusive categories for J
variables as shown in Table 2.4 herein. Variables were

defined as follows: (1) program type: least restrictive

(resource specialist) or more restrictive (special
classes for communicatively handicapped, learning’
handicapped, or severely handicapped students); (2)

qeoqraphy/population: northern/less populated regions

and southern/more populated regions; (3) grade level:




primary (K-3) and intermediate (4-6); (4) skill level

on 11 special education competencies required for
California certification as an e'ementary teacher: low
(sum less than or equal to 25); medium (sum between 26
and 38); or high (sum greater than 39 and less than or

equal to 55); (5) years of experience related to 11

special education competencies required for California
certification as an elementary teacher; 5 or fewer and

more than 5 competencies; (6) special _education

training: low (those teachers who responded "yes" to
receiving training in 5 or fewer special education
ccmpetencies required for California certification as
an elementary teacher) and high (those who responded
"yes" to receiving training for 6 or more
competencies). Although sex of the teacher might be an
important variable, it should be noted that only seven
respondents in the sample were male. Thus, it was not
appropriate to include sex as a variable in this study.
These variables (summarized in Table 2.4) were
jdentified as status variables which might affect the

teacher's implementation of individualized education

programs.




TABLE 2.4

SUMMARY OF VARIAB. < FOR WHICH CHI SQUARE ANALYSES
WERE CONDUL, "™ ON SELECTED TEACHER
SURVEY ITEMS AND STUUENT IEP RECORDS REVIEW ITEMS

VARIABLE SCALE
PROGRAN TYPE_ ~Tess restrictive vs
More restrictive
GEOGRAPHY/POPULATION Less populated (northern) vs
More populated (southern) areas
GRADE LEVEL Primary (K-3) vs

Intermediate {4-6)

7

SKILL LEVEL » ' Low, med.um, high skill with -
11 diagnostic/prescriptive
competencies

EXPERIENCE . On-the-job experience with
'5 or fewer diagnostic/
prescriptive competencies
vs 6 or more competencies

TRAINING T-aining in 5 or fewer
competencies vs 6 or more ¥
Responses to teacher survey items and student IEP

!
records review jtems were individually recorded and

stored for analysis using the Statistical Analysis

System (SAS) which generated the frequency

distributions, chi square distributiuns and tests of g

significance (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, Blair, and

Chilko, 1979).
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The results are presentgd in three sections:
student FEP records review findings, teacher survey
fiddings, and interview findings. ©Each section
describes the frequency distributions for each item and
those variables for which chi square analyses yielded
contingency relationships at the .05 (or less)
criterion. The findings are summarized in a fourth
section, the summary vignette of a typical elementary
teaéher's role in implementing IEPs.

Studént I[EP Records Review Findings )

The student IEP records review findings are
reported in seven sections: sample description; regular
class teacher involvement in the IEP process; extent of
participation in regular programs; modifications of the
regular program; placement changes, service provisions,
and review actions;’goa1s and objectives; and a summary ’
of significant relationships.

Sample Description. The total number of student

' individualized educat ion--programs (IEPs) which were
reviewed (N=100) comprised 40% of all IEPs reviewed at

-




the elementary level (N=245) as part of the regularly
scheduled triennial review process. Placement was
equally distributed with 45% of the IEPs from resource
specialist (less restrictive) placements and 55% from
more restrictive placements in c1a§ses for the learning
handicapped, communicatively ﬁandicapped and severely
handicapped. The pOpu]ation variable was also evenly
distributed with 30% of. the IEPs from the less
populated districts in North County and 70% from the
more populated districts in South County. Grade levels
were evenly represented, as well, with 49% of the'IEPs
from primary grades (K-3) and 51% from in&ermediate
grades (4-6). Sex distribution reflected almost twice
as many boys enrolled in special programs as girls: 68%
of the IEPs were fotfmale students and 32% for female.

Studen¢s with Spéﬁish surnames comprised 48% of the

IEPs-.compared with 52% without Spanish surnames.

Windmiller (1981) reported that 48% is high for this
sample in comparison to the 25% enrollment rate of
elementary students with Spanish surnames in Santa
Barbara County‘spec1a1 eduction programs, and the 25% -
304 of enrb]]ment rate of student with Spanish surnames

in regular schoq} pﬁograms. However, this variable

5
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was -noct associated with grade level, geography, or

program in which the student was enrolled.

The majority (94%) of IEPs were evaluated as being

fully implemented. However, 6% were evaluated as having

seme component not implemented.

cited missing components were extent of

The most frequently
.rticipation

in regular classroom,. and speech and counseling

services.

Reqular Teacher Involvement in the IEP Process.

7

As shown

in

Table 3.1, regular class teacher

involvement in the IEP process ranged from low

involvement in some aspects of the formal processes,

e.g., having capies of the IEP and attendance at IEP

meetings to high involvement in other aspects

representing the informal process, e.g., modifying

their regudar program and referring students for

special education.

A regular class teacher was assigned to 74% of the

students with IEPs.

Modifications of the regular

program were reported for 61% of IEPs reviewed. The

regular teacher was a source of referral for 45% of the

students whose IEPs were reviewed,

attended

34%

Regular teachers

of the IEP planning meetings, and 19%

¢
A

-~z




of the review meeting®. The regular teacher had-a copy

s
of the IEP for only 17% of the students whose IEP

3

records were reviewed.
TABLE 3.1
REGULAR TEACHER INVOLVEMENT IN IEP PROCESS
Percent (N=100)

Student with IEP Assigned to a

Regular Teacher* 74
Regular Teacher Modified . .

Regular Program ° . 61
Student with IEP Referred by ‘* .

a Regular Teacher 45
Regular Teache} Attended

IEP Planning Meeting - 34
Regular Teacher Attended ‘

IEP Review Meeting 19 ‘
Regular Teacher Had Copy of IEP 17

(*Note: Some teachers had more than one student whose IEPs -

were reviewed)

Chi square anglyses were conducted to determine
associations between regular class teacher assignment
and program”f}pa, population (rural vs, .urban), grade
level, extent .of participation in regular classrooms,

.and number and types of modifications of the regular

e
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program. Significant associations were found for type
of modifications (p « .01); type of program (p « .001);
popu]at}on (p<.05) and extent of participation in
regular prosrams (p <« .001). Proportionately more
regqular teachers were assigned to special education
students fer whom process modifications of the regular

program were designed; proportionately more regular

L

teacners were assigned to special education‘studentaf/

enrolled in resource specialists programs;
proportionately more regular c]as§ teachers from more
populated areas were assigned to special education
students; proportionately fewer students participated

N ¥

in regular programs when regular class teachers were
not assigned. '

Only 8% of the IEPs had a regular class teacher
who was assigned, identified as a source of
referral,and attended the I[EP planning and re*view'
meetings. Teachers who ‘matched this high involvement
profile were compared to teachers ‘who did not. There
was a significant association only with type of program
(p < .05); proportionately more.teachers who met the
high involvement profile worked with students from

resource specialist (less restrictive) programs.
rd

Extent of Participation in Reqular Programs. All
L S

\

.
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IEPs reviewed specified the extent to which, the student

4

particip;ted in ghe régu1ar program. dh1y 4% (n=100)
of the students did not participate at all in regular
nrograms; 45% participated in all regular activities
except 30 or 60 minuteg of each day fqr'spec1a1
education 1nstruct10n;‘anﬁ“51% participated for
specified academic and nonacademic\actﬁvitiesﬁ Areas
of aéademic participation included art (58%),\sc1ence'
and art (55%), social studies (51%),;re5d1ng (50%),
math (49%), aﬁd language (49%). Areas of noﬁ-agademicl
participation included recess (81%), nutrition or lunch
(77%), physical education (63%), music (57%), and bus
rides (9%). Table 3.2 shows the rank order from
highest to lowest of regular education activities foy
which special edué¢ation students were  included., A
trend toward greatér participatioﬁ in nonacademic
rather phan academic activities 1s'ev1dent:‘
participation’ in recess Qag cited in 81% of the IEPs
and'ranked first while particjpatton in 1aqguage‘and

math were cited in 49% of the IFPs and ranked ninth.
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TABLE 3.2
RANK ORDER (HIGHEST TO LOWEST)

AREAS OF PARTICIPATION OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS IN
REGULAR PROGRAM

RANK SUBJECT PERCENT OF IEPS (n=100)
?

1 Recess , 81
2 Nutrition (Lunch) 77
3 Physical Education 63
4 Art . 58
5 Music 57
6 Science and Art 55
7 Social Studies 51
—8 Reading 50
"9 Math 49
Language 49

IEPs with various levels of participation were
compared and analyzed for differences associated with
program type, geography/population, grade level,
special education training, skill 1e$e1, and othhe Jjob
experiefice. A significant association was found for
type of program (p < .001). Proportionately fawer
stuqents enrb]]ed in special classes participated in
regular class activities.

Data from- the student IEP records review indicated
that special education students were receiving physical
education within a variety of contexts. The most

frequent provision for physical education was with

9i
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nonhandicapped students; 67% of the students with IEPs
were receiving regular physical education with their
nonhandicapped peers. Adaptive physical education was
being provided for 17% of the special education
students. Physical education /as being provided for

20% of the students within a segreg%tgéﬁ%pec1a1 class.

Some students received regular physiLéﬁ eﬁuc§t1on and
adaptive physical education or phstca] education as a

. segregated class and adaptive phys1cg1 education. In
' addition, phys1ca1:educat1on was noted as a specified
area for participation in regular program;;for 63% of

the IEPs reviewed.

—

Modifications of the Reqular Program. A majority

of 1EP records (61%) indicated that ré€gular class
teachers were implementing a wide ViLLEty of
modifications of the regular program. However, only
14% of these modifications were actually @r1tten into
thé IEP. N1ne;een different types of modificatioas
were identified. These were classified according to
curriculum modifications (31%), process modifications
(55%), or consequence modifications (9%) (see Appendix
2 for tab]es.wh1ch detail modifications). Curriculum

modifications included adapting assignments, assigning

.

<
A4
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students to a lower grade, anF implementation of a
school wide curriculum. Process modifications included
cross age tutoring, flashcard training, extra'tim; to
oo&p]ete assignments, staying after school for help,
precision teaching, cooperati&e learning gr&ups,
appropriate grouping/leveling in a curriculum sequepce,
and special educgtor te;m teaching with the regﬁ1ar
educator. Consequence modifications included dai]y
progress reports, or positive reinforcement systems
such as tokens or points. The number of modifications
varied widely as well: 51% of the teachers implemented
between one and two modifications, 10% implemented
between three and five, and 39% implemented none.

Chi square analyses dindicated significant

associations between type of modification and program

~type (p € .001) and geography/population (p € .01).
{

More process modifictaions were reported for students
with IEPs in resource specialist programs.and more
‘Process modification were reported in less iopu]ated
rural areas. A significant association was F1so found
for program type and number of modification ip ¢ .001).
Fewer modifications of a1] types were reborted for

special education students in special classes. Fewer
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modifications of all types (process, consequence and
curriculum) were reaported for the urban areas with
larage populations. Proportiondte]y more IEPs for
students 1p'§pec1a1 classes had no modifications while
prdportionately more IEPs for students in less
restrictive environments included three to five
modifications.

P1ace£§qﬁ Changes, Service Provisions, and Actions

at Review. g\udent placements for the previous year
(1979) were gﬁmpared to-p]acemen;sffor the current yéhr
(1980): Qd% (n=100) repained {he same; 2% were
trangfé?féd to a less restrictive placement, while 38%
moved to a more restrictive placement. These changes
were analyzed for differences associated with program,
geography/popu]ation,'grhdé level, and speciai
education ;k111 1evé1, training, and experience of the
teacher.‘ There was a significaqt association between
teachers wﬁd had low training and a higher. prroportion
of stu&ents placed in more restrictive environments (p¢
.Ol)f A similar association was found for special
education experienc%; proportionately more teachers
Q%th low experience in specia1'eQucation\competencies

were also teachers whose students had IEP placements in




restrictive eﬁvirOnments.

Possib]} unaQ;i]ab]e services were specified for
20% of the IEPs, such as exteﬁded school year (14%),
adaptive physical education (5%), group counseling
(8%), and additional screening or testing (6%). The
1ikelihood of 1listing such §erv1ces was associated with
more restrictive placements (p ¢ .001).

Services were coordinated predominately by the
special education teacher (89%) whereas 7% specified no
coordinator and 4% specified a district coovrdinator or
supervisor. The distribution of copies of the IEP
included 100% of the special teachers, 100% of the
student's parents, 24% of Designated Instruction
Services (DIS) personnél, 1% foster parent, 11% of the
Ytudents received a copy, and 17% of the student's
regular class teachers received a copy.

The IEPs were analyzed for actions recommended as
a result of a review: 23% had not had a review, 37% -
specified no changes, 16% added services, 5% deleted
services, 1% terminated services, 9% were recommended
for more restrictive placements, 5% for less
restrictive placements, and 4% were transferred to

Jjunior h}gh school special education programs. Review
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actions were significantly correlated with program type '
(p < .01)%¥ and g’r:ade level (p < .05). Proportionately

more students in resource specialist programs had not
yet had a re{iev, while students in special classes
were more likely to receive recommedations for
additional services. Proportionately more gtudents in
'special classes were transferred to junior high
school. |

Goals and Objectives. Table 3.3 shows that the

I
\ ' student IEPs reflected a wide range of goals and . 1
objectives with a wide range of frequengies. Reading i
was the most frequently cited goal (77%), followed by l
math (55%), oral language (44%), spelling (31%), I
comprehension (26%), and writing (26%). Less
frequently cited goals and objectives included study .
habits (11%), self concept (10%), academic readiness
(7%), self help (5%), cooperative behavior (4%). Motor ' 1
coordination objectives were cited in 10% of the IEPs. 1

Rerely cited goals included signing (2%), imitation

-

‘2%), and tactile stimulation (2%).

o

A1l IEPs reviewed included at least one goal.
Seventy-nine percent (79%) of all IEPs specified three
‘ or more goals, with 26% naming four and five goals.

- This indicates a level of comprehensiveness.




Co TABLE 3.3 .
RANK ORDER OF MOST TO LEAST FREQUENTLY- CITED
TYPES OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

‘Rank Order Goal/Objective " Percent IEPs (n = 100)
R ' Readihg.(decoding)' ) ’ 77 /
' %
2 Math T . - 55
3 . Oral Lanquage (syntax,
> _expressive language
articulation, phonics . 53
4 . Spelling (encoding, word N
analysis, grammar) 31
5 - Comprehension 26
Writing (written language) . 26
. 6 Auditory Memory
A > . (perceptual skills) 19
"7 Study Habits (On task behavior,
independent work skills,
following directions) 11
8 Self concept 10
9 Motor coordination, tactile
o stimulation (adaptive P.E., -
) fine motor) . 10
.10 Académic readiness 7
11 Handwriting 6 .
12 Self help ’ 5
Basic competencies -5
. 13 Cooperative behavior 4 .
14 Imitation 3
15 Signing 2
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[
-Types of goals and objectives_.were found'to have a
signifieant association with program type (p < .001)
and grade Tevel (p € .001): there were proportionately

more students enrolted 1n K-3 W1th goa]s and obJect1ves

‘in read1ness and preacadem1c activities, and

proportionately more students enrolled in special

classes with preacademic and readiness goals and

¥
*

objectiveé.

Summary of Significant Relationships f8r_the

Student IEP. Records Review. Figure 5 shows the

significant chi square relationships for the students
IEP recdrds review. Placement in the less restrictive
.

resource specialist program was found to be

significantly. associated with hfgher regular teacher

nt, more student participation in the reguiar
program, and mor; varied types and number , of .
modif at'ions made in -the regular classroom. Placement
1n m i: restrictive spec1a1 class were significantly

associated with higher 11ke11hood of a) specifying

possibly unavai]ab]e services, b) adding services as a

" result of the IEP review meet1ng, and c) greater

1ikelihood that the IEP content included readiness and

preacademic skills as goals andxobjectives.




. FIGURE 5 ..
_ SIGNIFICANT RELATIGNSHIPS
_FOR -STUDENT IEP RECORD REVIEW; FINDINGS

/
. - :
TT‘\ﬁ , 2 Contingency
Variable 1tem X Coefficient

F

Program Type Regular Teacher 4,387 . 281
) Invalvement -
¢ ¥ . .

“‘Less Restric- Participation ©109.319 . J12
tive/More In Reg. Class AT
Restrictive . .

) Types of Modif.i- 20.434 .364

“ o ’ cations of Reg. - -, ,
! Class Program :

‘

Number of Modi-
fications.of «
Reg. Class Prog.. 16.110 .373

Types 6f Un- 27 .465 ©.441
available ‘
Service;

" Unavditable 16.162
Services .

Actions at . 21.053
1EP Review ’

Types.of Goals 224,424
« and Objectives .

Geography/ Regular Teacher = 5.702
Population Involvement
(Rural/Urban).

»  Types of - 30.915
MoQifications

Grade Level  Actions of IEP 15.152
(Primary/ ‘Review
Intermediate)

¢

Types of Goals 45,959
& Objectives '

w -
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objectives in readiness an%égreacademic areas were more

Popuiation/geography was significantly, associated with
typg.of modifications i{mplemented in the reguiar T
ciaésroom. }rocebs modifications were more likely in -
more popuiated areas. o - . ) '
One item showed a significant reiationspip (p<¢

<+

.001) witn'qrade Tevel (K-B versus 4-6). Goals and

1ikely to be associatei
L001).

with primary levels (p<

Teacher Survey Findings

The teacher survey finqings are'presented in ten ,
se¢tions: sampié description; knowledge of the law and

special education training and skill level for eleven - (

speciaiﬂ;ducation competencig§ required for California

\

v

[ . »
certication as a regular elementary teachery prevalence
W/ . - -
and .awareness of IEP studengﬁ and qugiai education
services; integration patterns; use and usefulness of
the .IEP; work effort, support-and satisfaction; actual

and {deal time spent on special educatiomw

.
.

oiabnostic/prescriotive activities; inservice

activities and usefulness; consistency of the findings{

summary of variables for which chi square analyses

yielded contingency relationships- at the .08 criterion

3
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Samp]e Descripttg/. As noted in the Student IEP

'Records ‘Review F1nd1ngs, regu]ar c1ass teachers were
éaSS1gned to 74% of the students whose [EPs were
reviewed. The major¥ity of teachers had one student
: vwhose [EP was reviewed. dowever, three teachers had
two students whose IEPs were ?ev1ewed and three

§
teachers had three students whose IEPs were reviewed.

Surveys were returned by 53 regular class .

. ¥ 3
teachers, for an 89.8% response rate. The 53

resagndents accounted for' 61% of the students whuse
IEPs were reviewed. Respondents included seven male
teachérs,gaﬁ female teacners 21 from north cdunty
(1ess popu]ated rural area) JBd 32 from south county
(more popu]ated urban area); 27 primary teachers « 3),
24 intermediate teachers (4- 6), and two teachers who
taught a’ tombined third and'fourth grade. There were
33 students’with LEPs.from resourge specidlist.classes,

28 students with IEPs from special classes for the

1earning handicapped or -communicatively handicapped,

and no students with IEPs from classes for the severaly

. »
. hand1capped . #}

Teachers who attended IEP p1ann1ng orfrev1ew

Q

a»




meetings were :ompared to teachers who did not attend
IEP megtings. Significant reTétionships Qére foLnd for
program typé (p € .001),, grade level (p < +058), skill
level (p € .05), trAiging (% ¢ .05), and referring to

[ 4

the LEP for disgussion with éhe special eduéation
'éedcﬁe; (p < .05;. .
Because respondents were se]ec¥ed cortesponding to
studerts whose IERs were re&ieyed, it was possible to
compare IERs gf students whosé teachers”responded to
, the survey‘po {EPs of students whose teachers did not
respond. Chi square analyses were conducted to
jdentify associations with pro}r*am t]bé,
geography/population, grade level, participation in
regular péogram, and number ﬁnd tyﬁe of modifications
gf the regular program. Significant asséciations were
found for program typ} (p € .01) and extent of
participation in regular program (p {..01). There were
proportionately more -respondents whose stud:;ts were

receiwing,services in resource classes and
participating more in the regular program . Y

For those students whose teachers responded to the
suyrvey, skill level of .the regular teacher showed no

significant contingency re]at{onships with the

-
Id




dependent variables related to student IEP records.

However, changes in IEP'piaCement vere sidhifican¥1y

correlated with'teachers who reported training in
special education competencies as well as with teachers
who used special educz’ion 1nserv1ce‘events l

In general, the responﬁents were a group of mature
profess1ona1s w1th "substantial years of-experience and
tenure in the districts. Over 68% of the respondents

(n=53) epgrted~11 or more years of teaching experience

and 46% had held, their positions for 11 or .morg years~”

in the same distr1ct. - Two teachers were rétiring at
the time of the survey after 30 years of serv1ce.
This maturity was “further evidenced by their

reported certifications aqd training. Al teﬁchers

reported holding the basic elementary teaching

credential; 21% reported special credentials; 13% held
administrative credentials vand 8% reported other
authorizations such as Miller-Unruh certification.
Only 26% of the respondents ‘¥ndicated they had
completed or were enrolled in a masters degree program;
15% were Eomp]eting other certification programs. None
were enqp]]ed in a doctoral program.

Teathing responsibilities for more than one

A
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classroom were Qi}ed by 34% of the respondents, with

team teaching situations being cited by the majority.
Most teachers *(73%) indicated they encountered
non-English or limited English speakin§ handicapped
students 249% encounter them occasionally, 6%
frequently, and 25% more or less daily). Further, 91%
indicated that Spanish speaking children were most
frequently encouﬁtered, yet only 17% of the teachers
reported they spoke Spanish.

Know1edge‘of the Law and Skill Level for 11

Special Education Competencies. The respondents

indicated some knoQ]edge of special education
‘Wegik]ation: 19% (n=51) reported they were
know]edeeab1e of P.L. 94-142, 11% were knowledgeable of
the 504 Regulations, and 58% were knowledgeable of the
California Master 'Plan for special education. Ch¥
square analyses yielded no significant assoc1at1ons
between know]edge of the law and type of program, grade
level, or skill level of respondents. However, this
variab]e was significantly related to experience in
special education competencies required for California

certification as an elementary teacher (p < .05).

The Commission for Teacher Preparation and

‘ luyg
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Licensing requires that all graduates from basic
multiple sugjects credential programs must complete
certain special education competencies: 45% of the
respondents indicated they were aware of the
competencies. Respondents also indicated whethgr they
had received training or job-related experiences for
each of the eleven competencies. In addition they

rated the degree of skill they had attained for each

Ve

N competency on a Likert scale of 1 (corresponding to no
degree of skill) to 5 (corresponding to very skilled)..
Percentages of those who reported formal training and
;;;;;?;;E;;”re1ated to the special education
compeétencies ranged from a low of 42% (n=48) for
"analyzing non-discriminatory assessment" }o a high of
96% for "recognizing/differences'and similarities of
excepEiona] and nonexceptional students" (See Appendix

.2 for detailed skill ratings for each comgetency.)
In general, respondents indicated a moderate
,> degree of skill for the eleven competencies. The
majority of those responding indicated they were very
skilled at recognizing special education students'
academ{c strengths and weaknesses (53% scored 4 and 5);

recognizing differences and similarities of

exceptional and nonexceptional students (61%); and promoting

‘ 105
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student growth in the affective domain and in
interpersonal relations (59%).' The weakest competency
Aas Understand1ng current special education legislation

and concepts of least restrictive env1ronment and due

process (61% reported no .skill or very 1ittle skill).
Respondents' skill ratings were summed and
catggorized according to three skill levels (low,

medium and high) in relation to the range of summed

scores (0 to 55). A low skill level (0-25) was

obtained by 22% of the teachérs; a medium skill level

(26-38) was obtained by 56% of the teachers; and a high
ski1l level (39-55) was obtained by 22% of the teacher.

Chi square analyses y{e1ded no sjgnificant associations’

between skill level and population, grade level,
program type, special education training or
experience.

Prevalence and Awareness of Students with IEP and

Specia],EduEation Services. The class size of the

respondents ranged from 22 students to 47 students with
a mean of 30 (mzan number of girls was 13 ranging from
7 to 18; mean number of boys was 16, ranging from 9 to

24). The mean number of girls with IEPs was one,
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ranging from zero to eight; the méan number of boys
with IEPs was-éwq, ranging from zero to sfx. The
percentage of students with IEPs ranged from 0 to 33%
with an average of 10%. Teachers indicqtqd that from
zeﬁo.to‘ten with a mean of three special education
students were assigned.to their regular classrooms
during the 1980-81 sehooﬁ year: including those who
moved away or were tra&sferred to othgr programs.

The teachers who indicated they had no students
with IEPs but who were assigned at least one special
éducation student comprised 17% of the respondents (n =
53). In essence.these teachers did not know there were
special edudation students in.their classrooms, yet the

.teachers had been named in the IEP records review as
responsible. for implementing some aspect of the IEP.
However, 83% accurately indicated that they had
students with IEPs in their regular classrooms. Chi
square analyses yieided significant associations
between awareness of special education students in
class and program type (b < .001) and.skill level (p<
.05). Proportionately more teachers yith.studenfs in

resource programs were aware of the special status of

their students. Similarly, more teachers with high
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skill levels knew theré yeﬁe special education students
in their regular classrooms.

Te;cheps were asked to 1dent}fy th€ special
eduaation'services av§i1ab1e in their respective
buildings (see Appendix 2 for the detailed tab]e‘of
their responses), Their'responses were checked for
accuracy of services actually available. Accuracy
}anged from 44% to 87% with an average of 56%. Chd
square analyses yielded no significant associations
petween accuracy and program, grade, population, or

special education skill level, training or experience.

Integration Patterns. Teachers reported that from

one to nine students from classes for the
communicatively handicapped were included in regular
classroom activities for math, reading, social studies,
art, physical education and other activities such as
field trips and from one to 14 such students were
included for music class. From one to four students
from classes for learning handicapped students were
included in regular classroom activities for
math,reading, social studies, art, physical education,
and field trips, and from one to five such students

were included in music class. No students from classes




the severely handicapped were included in any regular
" class activities. ,

t
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TABLE 3.4 ’ !
. INTEGRATION PATTERNS

(Expres§ed‘in Percent of Respondents, n=48)

e PROGRAM TYﬁE/SEVERITY OF HANDICAP
Resource Learning" Communica- Severely '
Specidlist Handi- . tively Hand ¥capped

capped Handi
capped

"Mainstreaming"
Regular Class
Teacher receives - . ’ '
students with IEP 100%° 50% 17% 0%
for instruction

+with students

"Reverse

Mainstreaming”

Regular Class
Teacher sends
nonhandicapped
students to the 41% "13% 5% 0%
special education f '
{

class for partici-
pation in academic .
& nonacademic
activities

L
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As shown in Table 3.4, 41% (n=48) of the respondents
indicated that they sent_frdm one to nine
nonhandicapped students to resource specialist classes;
13% sent from one to five regular education students in
classes for the learning handicapped; 5% sent from one
to nine nonhandicapped.students to g]asses for the
communicatively handicapped. No nonhandicapped
students atte&ded classes for the severely handicapped.
From one to eight students attended the speech
therapist class and from one to nine students attended
the Miller Unruh teacher or migrant aide.

Nonhandicapped students participated in the
special education classes for a variety of actiéigies
including reading, math, and language arts as well as
nonacademic activities such as "Friday Fun" and field
trips. Some nonhandicapped students atténded‘the
special class for testing, while a few assisted as
tutors for the special students.

Use and Usefulness of the IEP. Twenty three

percent (23%) of the respondents (n = 53) repo}ted they
had a copy of the IEPs for the specia] education
students assigned to their classes. This is relatively
consistent with the student IEP records review findings
that 17% of the 100 IEPs were distributed to regular
class teachers. Faqr the teachers who did not have a

copy, 47% reported they had access to a copy which was

lniu
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located with the resouﬁc; room teacher; 39% had access
to a copy w{th the special education éeacher; 21% had
access to a copy in the central office files; 21% with
a speech t;erapist; 6% with a psychologist and 6% with
other personnel. Only 11% did not know where to access
a copy. |

Frequency of use of or referral to the IEP was

repdrted: 13% referred to it once or twice a year and-

13% réferred to it 6ccasiona11y (1-2 days per month).
However, 60% of the réspondents (n = 53)'1ndicated‘that
they referred to the IEPfor one to five purposes. As
shown in TabJel3.5; of those who reported they referred
to the IEP,. e;ght percent referred to the IEP to
prepare daily lessgns; 47% to review the student's
progress;'41% to prepare a repert of student progress
for parent conferences; 45% to discuss the IEP with the

special education teacher; 17% to supervise aides or

tutors who work with the special student.

~

5
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"TABLE 3.5 :
Rank Order (Highest to Lowest) Percentage of Respondents

Who Repotted Purposes for Referring to IEP*

Rank ] Purpose " Percent (n=53)
1 ° To review students progress 47
2 . To discuss IEP with Special Educator 45
3 To prepare progress report for parent )
conference . . , 41
4 To supervise aides or tutors Wworking
with the special student 17
5 To prepare daily lessons 8

Note: Teachers who had a copy of the IEP were more likely
to refer to the IEP (p < .05)

\ :

/ Chi square ana1y§es‘indicated a significant \

association (p <€ .01) between program type ahq
referring to the fEP. Teachers with students in
resource speqia]ist brograms were more 1likely to refer
to the IEPs. Experience related to the special
education competencies was significantly associated
with teacher referral to the IEP (p < .05). Teachérs
with greater experience were more 1ikely to refer to
the document.

Respondents indicated to what extent the IEP was
useful or helpful in carrying out responsibilities: 22%
(n =.45) reported the IEP as nof at all helpful; 31%
reported it as somewhat helpful; 24% as fairly .helpful;
8% as very helpful; and 13% as extremely helpful, Thus

11
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78% of the respo&dents perceived the IEP to be
helpful. SO
These data are supported by the respondents’ 1eve1}
of familiarity with, the content of the IEP: 34% (n =
.51) réported that they were not familiar with the
content while 66% repprted some famiiiarit; with the
IEP. Only 24% indicated they would like to learn more
about the content of IEPs. .Furthermore, 60% of the ;
respondents were satjsfied with the current provisions
) of the goa]s'and objggtives of the IEP while 40% wished
provisidns'to be more specific. Fift&-two percent
(52%) were satisifed with the current provjsions of the
assessment information in in IEP, while 43% wanted such
proiisions to be more specitfic, and 5% less specific.
Fifty percent (50%) thought support services should be
the same while 45% wanted revisions to be more specific
and 4% less specific. Similarly, 57% indicated
evaluation procedures should be the same while "38%
indicated revisions should be more specific and 5% less

specific.

Chi square analyses were conducted to determine if
relationships existed between usefulness (or
helpfulness) of the IEP and program type, \
geography/population, grade 1e;e1, and skill level. A |

significant association was found between

usefulness/helpfulness of the IEP and skill level (pf

o 113




.05), having.a copy of the IEP (p'€ .05), and referring
to the document (p £ .001). Proportionately_ more
teachers with high skill level reported the IEP was
usef1 and helpful; proportionatelly more teachers who
had a copy reported the IEP was useful; and
proportionately more jeachers who referred to the I[EP
reported it as useful. ¢

Work Effort, Support, and Satisfaction. 0ver 694%

of respondents (n = §1) reported working more than 40
hours per weék,'rénging from eight to ninety-nine.
hours, with an average of 46.5 hours per week.
Respondents 1n;eracted wiéh a variety of personnel
regarding their special education students: 6%
indicated interacting with no one; 49% interacted with
at least one person; 18% with two; 13% with three.
Teachers interactedbwith an average mumbdr of two
people. Teacher?”interacted most frequently with
special education teachers (90% interacted 1-2 days per
week); teacher aides (84%); resource specialists (75%);
other regular class teachers (65%); and special
education aides (57%). The least frequent interactions
were reported for special education administrators,
principals/vice principals, program specialists, and
Designated Instruction Services instructors.

The nature of support respondents received from

the people with whom they interacted wa%,a1so reported.
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Reéponden%s received different types of support from a

* variety of personnel at various frequencies. Progfam
specfalists were the most frequently cited by 43% of
the respondeht; for providing special materials and
ideas for special educatiom students. Resource

)

'specia]ists were the most frequently cited by 55% of

the réspondents for providing direct instruction time
with special education students. Resource specialists
weré cited the most frequently by 36% of the teachers
for providing emotional support or stress reduction.
kesource specialists were also mos’ frequently cited by
36% of the respondents for providfng training in
special education techniques. ’ '
A measure of satisfactioq with the support R
received was also obtained. Of those who reported
their satisfaction, the highest degree of satisfaction !/' ®
was reported for the resource specialist, cited by 62%,
and special class teacher, cited by 50%. A sum of
’ satisfaction with support was calculated for each
teacher. Teachers were then classified as low (0-15), - )
-~medium (16-23), or high (24-36) levels of satisfaction.
Specifically, 45% of the respondents were classified as
lo%, 32% as medium,:and 22% as high levels of
> satisfaction. A significant relationships was found
between satisfaction levels and geography‘(popu1ation):

teachers from more populated areas reported a higher
\j
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level of satisfaction with suﬁport (p <~.0015.
Respondents indicated the extent to which they
were satisfied with thg progress of the special
. educgtion students assigned to their respective
classrooms. . The results show that 18% were not at all
satisfied; 58% were somewhat satisfied; 12% were fairly

satisfied; 10% were very satisfied and 2% were

extremely ~atisfied.
!
|
Actual and Ideal Time Spent On Special Education

+

T4

\Diagnostic/Prescriptive Activities. Respondents rated

v 25 activities which were corre]atéd with the following
special education diagnostic/prescriptive functions:
Referral, Assessment, Monitoring, Due Process,
Supervision, Direct Teaching, Inservice Participation
and ﬂhanning/Coordinating. Ratings addrgssed time
actfially spent engaging in the activity (never, rarely,
occasionally, frequently, or daijy)'and’the time

teachers ideally wou1d/ﬁTFE§to spend on the activities

\ (less, more, or same amount of time). Frequency
' di;}ributions showing respondents' rating for each
d{agnostic/presc;iptive activity are given in Appendix

2. Table 3.6 shows the rank order from highest to
lowest of percent of respondents who engaged in the

specified diagnostic prescriptive activities related to

each of eight functions.




y
TABLE-3.6

A
Rank Order (Highest to Lowest) of Percent of
Respondents (n=51)
Engaging in Diagnostic/Prescriptive Activities
Related to Special Education Functions

RANK FUNCTION PERCENTAGE
1 Monitor 94

2’ Direct Instruction 84

3 Assessment 80 . -

4 Planning/Coordinating | ZZ

4 Referral 72

5 Superviée 66

6 Due Process 29

7 Inservice ¢ 21 E
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The most frequently named éctivities focused on
monitoring performance followed by direct teaching
responsibilities such as implementing curriculum to
promote positive interactions between nonhandicapped

«and handicapped students; providing one-to-one or small

group instruction with special gduéation students; -

14

employing special supplementary material or aids. The
least frequently named activities focused oa hue
process, supervision of peer'tutors, inservice
participation, and attending IEP planning, review or
due process meetings.

Comparisons with ratings of ideal times indicated
that most respondﬁ<is were quite satisfied with the
leve] .of activity they reported for each
diagnostic/prescriptive function. A majority felt they
should spend more timé observing special educators
implement special education techniques to learn
educational practices whigh‘he1p special educétion

students.

Inservice Activities and Usefulness. Respondents

indicated attendance at a range of inservice events.
They rated the usefulness of the inservice event

according to a Likert scale ranging from one (not

s/
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useful at a11) to five (extremely useful). The results
show that 67% 0A~respondents participated in at least
one special education inservice event. As shown in
Table 3.7, consultation from the special education
teacher was cited by 62% of the respondents whereas
94% rated this activity as "somewhat to extremely"”
useful. Discussion with other regular class teachers
who have special education students was the next most
frequent]x cited event: 53% reported they received it
and 64% pe}ceived it to be "somewhat to extremely"
useful. Visitation to exemp]ary‘programs was cited by
86% as most useful although only 9% reported they had

engaged in this type of inservice event.




TABLE 3.7

Rank Order (Highest to Lowest) Percent of Respondents (n=53)
Who Reported Frequency of Attendance and Usefulness of
. Inservice Events

RANK ORDER ' INSERVICE EVENT PERCENT
Freq- Useful- . Freq- Useful-
quency ness uency  ness
1 2 Consulitation from Special 62 78
Education Teacher
2 4 Discussion with Other 53 64
Regular Class Teachers
3 4 Review of Literature or 41 64
Article
4 5 Attendance at Professional 20 50
Conference
5 5 Workshop + 18 50
6 3 Observation of a Demonstrated 66
Special Education Technique '
7 5 University Extension Course 11 50
6 Summer Special Education Course 11 28

8 1 Visitation to Exemplary Program . 9 86

{
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Respondents who indicated using at least one
inservice event (67%) were compared to those who did
not participate in inservice (33%). A significant chi
square association was found for on-the-job experience
and use of inservice events (p < .05): teachers with
experience in more special education competencies were
mofe 1ikely to use special education inservice events.

A total of*§2,wr1tten comments’was provided .by 35%
of all survey respondents: 50% of the comments were
positive comments inciuded, "The program has been
excellent at our‘schoo1," "He hqze an excellent
program," "The students in my c1assr06m generally

accept the handicapped student as a regular member of

the classroom." Only 18% of the written comments were

negative and{matched some of the negative comments
related to dissatisfaction with student progress
provided by the interviewees: "Two of the three
students I feel I he1pqh and I reached them. One math
student ] feel I didn't reach at all." The other
negative comments referred to the survey itself e.g.,
"This survey was a pain" or "Save your time, money and
paper." However, 18% of the written comments requested

more involvement with the special education process
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€.g9., "I should have a copy of the IEP and plan on a
regular basis with the special teacher." Finally, 14%
were neutral, e.g., "No comment."

Consistency of Teacher Survey. To ascess the

consistency of the responses to survey items,
comparisons were made between selected items on the
teacher survey and cofresponding items from the student
IEP records review. These items 1nc1uded:“know1edge
that students with IEPs were enrolled in class;
accuracy of naming the-special education services
available in their buildings; accuracy of reporting
modification§ of regular program; agreement between
recorded attendance at IEP planning or review meetings
and reported time in IEP meetings; agreement between
survey respondents who indicated they had observed a
demonstration of special education technique compared
to those who said they had actually attended an
“inservice demonstration.

Fkégt, 83% of teachers accurately indicated that
they had students with 1EPs enrolled in their class.
Second, the mean accuracy of teachers' reports of
special education services in their respective

buildings was 56% with a range of 44% to 81%. Third,

o~
oo
J
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65% accurately indicated that they had designed
modific;tions of the regular program. That is, 35% of
the teachers indicated on theJteacher survey that they
had never designed,modifications of the regular program
but were actually implementing modifications to
accommodate special education students as reported by
the special education teacher in the records review
process.\ Fourth, 64% of the teachers accurately
indicated that they had attended IEP planning or review
meetings. Fifth, 67% of the téachers had attended a
demonstration of special education techniques which
they had indicated as sometimes observing. In summary,
accuracy between teacher survey and records review
items consistently ranged from 56% to 83% with an
. average of 67% agreement.

Summary of Signifitant ﬁe]at{onships. Figure 6

shows the chi square analyses which yielded significant
. relationships between teacher survey items and program
type, geography/population, grade level, special
education training, skill level, experience, and having

a copy of the IEP.

-,
S }

Several significapt relationships were identified.

Teachers' satisfaccion with support was significantly

: - 423




associated with geography/population. Teachers in the
more densely populated areas were more 1ikely to report
high levels of satisfaction. Teachers' knowledge of
IEP students enrollment in class was associated with
program type and skill level of ;he teacher. Teachgrs'
with students enrolled in resource specialist programs
were more likely to accurately indicate the enrollment
of students with IEPs as were teachers who reported
higher skill levels in special education competencies
were more accurate.

Further, teachers who reported that the IEP was
helpful were more likely to have high skill levels for
the special education competencies required for
certification as an elementary teacher. Greater
special education training in these competencies was
" correlated with-accuracy in reporting modificatfons of
regular programs.

On the job experience re]ated\ﬁo special education
competencies was significantjy correlated with
teacher's referring to the IEP, knowledge of the law,
and use of special education inservice events.

Attendance at IEP meetings was significantly

associated with program type, grade 1ewe1{ and special
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education skill level and training.
Morebver, having a copy of the IEP was
signifgéantly asso¢iated with referring to the IEP,

‘a]thoughahaving access to a copy was NOT signficantly

associated with referring to the IEP,




Variable
Program Type

Population
Grade Level

-

Skill Level

Training

N

Experience

4
.
.

Personal
Copy of IEP

v

FIGURE 6
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT RELATIONSHIPS

FOR TEACHER SURVEY FINDINGS

Teacher . 2
Survey ltem X
Refer to IEP 7.710
Knowledge that 11.312
Student with
IEP Enrolled in
Class
Attendance at 12.788
IEP Meetings
Satisfaction with 14,725
Support
Attendance at -* 6.714
IEP Meetings
Knowledge that = 7.731
Students with
IEPs Enrolled
in Regular Class
Helpfulness of 6.012
1EP
Attendance at 6.714
IEP Meetings
Agreement Modifi- 6.749
cation
Changes in Placement 17.621

.~

Attendance at 6.180
IEP Meetings

Refer to IEP 6.274
Changes in Placement 17.327
Uses Special 7.714
Education Inservice

Knowledge of the Law 6.252
Refer to IEP 5.961
Helpfulness of IEP 4,761

124

Contingency

Coefficient

.362
.426

.444
.473
.338

.372

.334
.338
.342

.507
.326

.331

.503
.362

.330
.323
.290 v

P
.01

.001

.-001
.001
.05

.05 .

.05
.05
.01

.01
.05

.05
.05
.05
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Teacher Survey: Follow-up Interview'Findings

Interviews with a random sample of survey
respondents were intended to provide re]idbi]ity
(agreement) for the written survey results. The
interview protocol focused on open ended questions in
the areas of:activities related to 1&%1ementing'IEPs,
factors influencing their activities, effectiveness and
efficiency of their work effort, barriers and problems
related to effectiveness, recommended chang;s and
suggestions for training.

’ Interfiews were conducted at sites con@%Qjent to
the teachers at schools or county offices and ranged
from 20 to 45 minutes with an average of 30 minutes.
Five teachers were interviewed individually, eight
teachers were interviewed in pairs, and three teachers
were 1nterv1ewsd as a trio. Teachers were asked ten
questions with the 1nterv1eyer writing down their
answer yerbatim. A second recorder participated on two
cccasions simultaneously recording teacher resposes to’
assure reliability of recorded responses. Verbatim

, responses were then analyzed and summarized as reported

in the following six sections: sample description,

127 N
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activities and factorslinf1uenc1ng activities,
effectiveness, barriers and problems, and i
recommendations for changes and traihing. ; ' ,
Sample Descriprion. The 16 teachers who
participated in the interviews comprised 30% of the 53
survey respopdents > Thirteen were female, threq male;
seven were from less populated areas aéﬁ nine from more
populated are;s. Eight taught grades K-3, primary
level, and eight taught grade; 4-6, intermediate level.
Teachers who were interviewed were compared to those
who were not interviewed. No significant differences
were obtained. Thus, §t was assumed that the teachers,
who were interviewed were not significantly different

ofrom those who were not interviewed.

Teacher Activities in Implementing IEPs. .The
teachers were generally very modest in describing the
specific activities related to their work with special
education students. Several interviewees (12%) were
extremely modest as evidenced by such comments as, uy
use my regular techniques, nothing special" and them\
detailed specific modifications such as learning
centers and assigning study buddies. This implies that

the Eeju]ar teachers did not perceive their techniques

123
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as special, which may account for the discrepancy
between teachers' reports that they never mo&ified
their regular class (35% of the written survey
respondents) and actual modifications. Severalf/b
interviewees (12%) noted that the special student fit,
in without modifications and, indeed, oﬁe teacher,,
remarked, "To me if they're goin§ to be mainstreamed,
that-means they can do things without me standing over
them."

The most frequently mentioned activity related to
implementing modifications to accommodate the needs and
abjlitites of the s;udent. Eigh%y-seven per&;nt (87%)
of those 1nter§1ewed mentioned a wide variety of
modifications including adapting assignments and
materials, assigning tutors, scheduling more one-to-one
teaching, providing rewards or notes to the spectal
education teacher regarding student progess, curriculum
modifications, and learning new techniques
(specifically, signing). This provides reliability for
the survey results on a similar item related to
implementing modifications and is further supportedfby
the results of the student IEP Récords Review which

noted that 61% of the regular teachers implemented some




form of modification.

The next most frequently mentioned activity
involved meeting with the special educatﬁ?n teacher or
resource specialist to discuss the IEP and check the
progress qf the students. This provides reliability
for the survey results on a similar item related to
interactions with people: 53% of survey respondents
(n=53) reported interacting with the special education
teacher, 50% reported interacting with the resource
spec1a11§t, while 44% of the interviewees (n=16)
mentioned this activity.

One interviewee (6%) reported receiving inservice

raining from her special educator as well as summer
ining in order to design a special curriculum to
integrate students from the class for communicatively
handicapped. This supports the survey item in which 8%
of repondents reported receiving training from the
special education teacher or resource specialist

(13%).

Y

Teachers reported a high degree of freedom in
deciding what they would do in teaching their special
education students: 75% of the interviewees said they

had "a lot of freedom," "unlimited freedom," "complete

)

3
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freedom," or "total freedom." Moreover; 12% referred
to a dependerice on consensus with the special educator.
Only one interviewee (6%) said "Not much freedom -
-it's”all prearranged." This sense of
self~-determination may be illustrated by.one-teacher's
remark, "For self-contained (special class) kids,
consensus is between the special eddca}ion teacher, the
psychologist, and me.. They're pretty reasonable. I
don't haveéto take the children, after all, they are
the step children of the system."

Teachers named the child's needs and abilities or
behavior as the most relevant factor influencing what
they did to implement IEPs. Specifically, 50% of the ,
interviewees referred to child variables; 50% referred ¢
to the resource teacher or special educator as the
influential factor; 12% mentioned availability of
appropriate curriculum; 18% referred to their personal
judgment, and one teacher referred to state
guidelines,

Teachers' responses varied widely when asked how
they were different from other teachers. Several
teachers (Bf%) noted, "That's difficult to answer

because I never see other people ‘teaching." This

13
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matched the majority of written survey respondents who
said they never observed the special educator
implementing special techniques. Indeed, 12% of those
interviewed said, "I'm not that different." However,
the majority (50%) mentioned personal characteristics
as their point of difference ("I'm more soft spoken,"
"I'm more flexible," "I assert my authority," "I don't
talk -abouv them," and "I really care a lot for my:"
kids"). Fwurthermore, 31% noted their clear
expectations and standards in distinguishing themselves
from others, and another 31% referred to added academic
or time commitments. Comments included, "I probably
put in more time to identify my kids (bilingual) for
special education." "1 do a great deal of
individualized tutoring and curriculum design," and "I
have more responsiblities for disciplining and parent
conferences." - |

Effectiveness of Teachers. The 16 interviewees

mentioned a total of 19 strengths. Sixty-one percent of
the cited strengths related to the ability to establicsh
rapport, integrate special education students, help
students accept differences, and build self esteem.

This matched the survey results where 59% of survey
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respondents reported a high degree of skill in
promoting student growth in the affective domain and
interpersonal relationships. The next most frequently
cited strength was in ﬁcademic areas (43%). Two
interviewees (12%) felt their area of ‘strength was in
dealing with discipline problems.

The must frequently cited weakness (37%) was in
scheduling e-ough time, plaaning, or waiting for help.
In additfﬁn, 314 of the interviewees mentioned a
weakness related to disciplining the special student
within a large hetergéneou group. ‘These results
provide reliability for similar items in the written
survey where 32% of survey-¢es?ondents mentioned a.lack
of skill related to teaching nonacademic areas. Two '
teachers (12%) cited their inability to identify,
assess, and evaluate progress of special education
students. One teacher mentioned a need for more
knowledge of the special curriculum and one teacher
mentioned "red tape." Two.teachers (%F%) mentioned no

weaknesses.

E\\Barriers and Problems. The most ffequént]y cited
barrier to successful implementation was lack of time,

mengigped by 43% (n=16) of the-‘teachers interviewed.
/(
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Lack of knowledge or training was the next most
frequently cited barrier (25%). The behavior of the
large group,, ability to dexl.yith disruptive students,
or difficu]ty'in encouragiﬁg the special education
student comprised the barriers for threexinterviewees
(18%). One teacher referred to inadequate support and
compensation, and one cited "too many kids."
Problems that teaqheng”egcountered in working with
special educatjon students 6redoﬁinant1y focused on
;-\““characteristics of these students. Specifically, 62% of
the teachers who were interviewe& mentioned

chardcteristics such as "They take more time and

energy," "Their disruptiveness and lack of

communication," "Their inability to stay on task," and
"Their lack of independence." ‘
Systems problems were the next most frequently
cited problems. Specifically, 37% of the interviewees
described such problems as "working out the 'pull-out'
schedule and the time when they/mi]] be pulled out,"
", ,.trying to fit the special education ¢hild into a
slot in my classrcom,” and "My greatest problem is how

to grade them.".

Personal characteristics were cited as problems by
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four interviewees (25%) whpse comments included
“Learning to accept and appreciate their difference,"
"I need more training to do a good job to work with
them,"'"I don't know how to overcome the problem of
wanting them to do my assignment instead of the
resource teacher's," and "I find it difficu]t to
provide continuity of learning between my classroom and
“he resource room." One teacher noted, "I wonder who I
oyg my allegiance to...the.other 30 kids or the one
being mainstreamed? I wonder who I can test versus who
[ cannot and I feel that the parents of some special
education chiidren think we owe a debt to the child,
expecting the schooi to provide all."

Satisfaction. Teachers were surprisingly

satisfied, in spite of the barriers and problems.
Seventy-five percent of the interviewees mentioned "I
love it," or "I really -love it" and "I was very
satisfied with my work this year..even assigned two
more students." This matches the teacher survey data
where 82% of the respondents reported some level of
satisf;ction with student progress. The other 25% of
interviewees based their satisfaction on whéther or not

their special education student(s) made adequate




progress. Comments included "Mixed satisfactinn...one

showed great progress, one did not", and "I don't think
I"11 ever be satisfied with special education kids. No
matter how far they've come, it never seems to be
enough.”

Teachers were asked to describe the mos,t
satisfying aspects of their work with spec151 education
students. The majority of those interviewed (62%)
cited the student's growth. <Comments included,
"Watching the kids grow;" "When parents expres&
pleasure that the child showed a lot of progress;"
"Seaing the kids function in the regular class;" "To
see the child become comfortabie with his or her
self-image is most satifying," and "The whole class
became more coopaerative." Others mentioned "seeing
mainstreaming work", *rising to the challenge."
rowever, one teacher said, "I enjoy December better
than September."

Teachers were also asked to describe the least
satisfying aspects of their work with special education
studants. The most frequent1} cited negative aspect
(31%) was "sending students on with unmet needs" and

"lack of time to do all that is needed.” However, 31%
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?” also mentioned feeling a lack of appreciétion or
support. Three interviewees (18%) cited discipline
problems and unmotivated students and three (183)
men%ioned nonteaching duties.;r paperwork. One teacher
cited lack of training,.and one teacher mentioned no
negative aspects.

Recommendations for Change. Half of the

intervieweas (50%) noted the need for changes related
to training, and ﬁore time or more involvement with
special education staff. This is epitomized by one
teacher's statement: "The resourc%ﬁigacher'had to spend
time .in being accountab1e anddxhat_égyk her away from
1nteqact1on with the.staff, so maybe if there was less
aperwork the resourcé\speeia11st wouad have more time
to talk with the facu?f? 1n %n 1€serv1ce rcle." This
:'prdvxdes st\dpg support for vheIWx1tten survey results
’ which 1nd1cated that 62% o?fsurVPy respondents used the
Sp&(:1a1 c'laSs or resource teacher in a
‘Ccdhsu1tﬁt1on/tra1n1ng ro1e Over 25% of the
un!vﬂic1fed written comments also called for more o
invﬁ]vement with the specidl education staff.

Less than half of the interviewees (43%) requested

more involvement and knowledge realated to the IEP.
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This also matches written survey results wherein 37%
indicated a desire to know more about the content of
the IEP. . ' \\

Several interviewees (18%) noted that there should
be less emphasis on “"the pull out model" apd that there
should be less separation and "privilege" associated
with the special student. Over half of the
interviewees (62%) recommended specia1.educat{ow
courses which focus on how to handle the special
education student, learning how to participate in the
IEP conference, how t; recognize neéds, and actual
practice in increasing positive interact{ons bgtween
handicapped and nonhandicapped students. The majority
o? comments referred to actual pyactice: 25%
recommended that there be an awareness of available
services, "where to go for help", visitations of
special facilities and programs, and a basic knowledge
of the law. Further,.teachers expressed a desire to
maintain "ownership" of their specia12educatjom
students. The 1ntefv1ewees' strong focus on the need
for training in actual practice was reflected in the
written survey where 69% of ;urvey respondents reported

using inservice events. However, one teacher noted,




120

} ~
. "I'm onot sure this is something you can be trained

in...you just have to develop a good understanding of

each individual need and then figure out ways to meet

those needs." And one tgacher warned, "Don't do
;it...it's a bad time for féaching now. There's no,big
need for teachers.” ) y
éummary oéLResults: A Vignette .
The r sd1ts of the student IEP review, written
éﬁ?vey%f/;::'follow-up interviews were combined to form

a description of a t&pica1,e1ementary teachegr's

imp]ementatioq of individualized education programs.
The following vignette describes the interactions and
instructional activities as well as special education
knowledge, training, and competencies of the regular
_ elementary teacher. It represents a composite of the
average responses to the key variables associated with
the student IEP records review, the written survey, and

the 1nterv1ews..

Mrs. Jones is a primary school teacher for a class

A of 30 students (16 boys and 14 giris.) Thrée of hef
sfudents have individualized education programs (IEPs).
Two are served by the resource specialist and one by
the teachér for learning handicapped students. Mrs.

Jones hag been teaching for 10 years and has been in

her curreé} position for five years.
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She occasionally encounters non-English or limited

" English speaking handicapped students, primarily

Spanish speaking, but is monolingual herself. She

holds a ﬁu]tip]e subjects ‘credential and is not
;nro11ed in a prggr;% leading to a master's, doctoral
or certification degreef However, she has participated
in many inservice programs as part of her continuihﬂ
professional development.

Mrs. Jones is aware of the California Master Plan

for Special Education but is not too sure about P.L.

94-142 or the 504 regulations. She is aware that the'

California Commission on Teacher Preparation and
Licensing requires that all those who graduate from a
basic elementary multiple subjects credential program
must complete certain special education competencies.
She reports that she's had training in the following
special education competencies:
* recognizing special education student's
academic strergths and wgaknesses;
* assessing characteristics and behav.ior
of exceptional students in terms of

programs and dgve]opmenta] needs;

* recognizing differences and similarities
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of exceptional and un-exceptional
students;

* ysing various diagnostic/prescriptive .t
materials and procedures in reading,
language, matr and perceptual/
motor development when appropriate;

* promoting studenf'growth jn the
affective domain and interpersonal
relations;

* applying diagnostic informationrtowards
the modification of traditional school
curriculum and materials for selected

students.

However, Mrs. Jones indicates she has had no training
for five special educat'ion competgncies:
\ * communicating'appropriate information
| (related to special students) to other
professionals and parents;
* analyzing non-d1scr1m1nato§y assessment, ¢
including a sensitivity to cultural and

linguistic factors;

* producing and evaluating short and long-




. _ 123

term educational objeetives for regular
classroom aspects of the individualized
educational program goals;

* j§entifying and teaching non-academic
areas such as socialization skilis,
career and vocational education;

* understanding current special education
legislation and concepts of least
restrictive environment and due process

for students, parents and tedchers.

. She reports that she has.had on-the-job experience
in all eleven competendy areas, yet feels she has the
least degree of skill for two competencies:

* ynderstanding current special education
legislation and concepts of ,least
restrictive environment and'due process
'for students, parents and teachers;

* analyzing non-discriminatory assessment,
including a sgnsitivity to cultural and

Tinguistic factors.

Her highest degree of skill is related to three
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competencies:
* promoting student growth in the affective
domain and interpersonal relations;

- * rgﬁognizﬁng differences and similarities
between exceptional and un-exceptional
studengi; ‘

* recognizing special education 'student's

academic strengths and weaknesses.

In a typical work week, Mrs. Jones spends. an
average of 47 hoﬁrs on the job. She interacts with a
. variety of special education personnel. Approximately

one or two days a week she meets with the resource
specifalist and special class teacher-to discuss her
students' programs, clarify schedules and écademic
assignments, and describe problems in 1mb1ementation.
Once or twice a month Mrs. Jones meets with other
regular class teachers who have special education
students to share problems and possible solutions,
usually at lunch or over a cup of coffee. Sometimes
she comes in contdct with the schoo])ﬁsychoTogist or
program specialist, but she rarely interacts with her
administrators (principal, assistant principal, o& (

special education administrator) about her special

LY

education students. Twice a year she meets with the

+ / |

)
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. -
parents of her special students as part of regularly

scheduled parent conferences. The resource specialist
or the special class teacher typically Jjoins her to
meet with the parents.

In general, Mrs. Jones js quite satisfied with the
nature and frequency of support she receives from the
staff with whom she interacts regarding the IEPs for

er itudents. She:is most sat1sf1ed:w1th the support

received from the special educators, specifically the

direct instruction time with the student, stress

reduction and emotional support, }4d'1nserv1ce
demonstrations of special techniques or materials that
work for the special education student. |

Although Mrs. Jones is aware that she has students
with IEPs in her class, she has not been high]}
involved in the formal aspects of the IEP 6rocess: She
has mgst often beeﬁ involved at the referral stage, in

particular -identifying those students who may be

eligible for services. She has attended few 1EP

planning or review meetings, relying on the special

educators to inform her. She dges not have a copy of

her studgnts IEPs, but she has access to the copy kept

by the special education teacher. She typically uses

v

y R
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the IEP to review student progress, discuss the IEP
with the special educators, and prepare progress
reports for parent conferences, a1§hough she does ;o
infrequently. Mrs. Jones finds the IEP document fairly
helpful in carrying out her responsibi]ifies for
imp]ementing the IEP.

Her students who receive special education from
the resource specialist are typically removed from her
regular academic c1as§és:‘one student receives special
instruction in reading, the other in math. Otherwise,
thefjare included in all other academic and
non-aeademic subjects. The student who receives
special education in the special class for learning -
h§nd1capped students foins her class for social
studies, science and art, physical education, lunch and
recess. The special class students and teacher aide
join her class for assembly and field trips held once
or twice a month, Moreover, Mrs. Jones has an
arrangement where some of her non-handicapped students
join the special class for special projects and
tutcring twice a week. Mrs. Jones also feels free to
a;k the resource specialist or special class teacher to

takesone of her students on an extended basis in order
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to ass1st‘1n diagnosing a learning or behavior
problem. v

Basjca]]y, Mrs. Jones spends most of her teaching
time in activities related to monitoring the special
education students or directly instructing them in

small groups. Sometimes she finds she must spend time

Ny

no time in activities related to due process or special
education inservice and moderate amounts of time in
planning, coordinating, or supervising special
education programs. Overall, Mrs., Jones is satisfied
with the actual time ghe spends in these activities,
finding that she wou1d ideally spend more time
observing'thg implementation of special education
techniques to learn practices effective with her
students. .
As a veteran with 10 years of experience, Mrs.
Jones has participated in many inservice events. She
" appreciates the special education inservice she has
received. She finds that consultations from the
special educators and discussions with other regular
class techers who have special education students are

most helpful and usefy]. In general, Mrs. Jones' years

in one-to-one instruction. She spends very little or
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6f experience, special education t?aining and skill
level have E%ntriﬁuted to her success in modifying her

ﬂregu]ar programs for the students with IEPs. Typically
she finds th;t she must modify teaching procesées, for
example adapting the length or complexity of
assignments. She has sometimes found a peer tutor
helpful and occasionally she will use a completely
different curriculum. She relies on the special
educator to récommend and provide appropriate
materials. Furthermore, Mrs. Jones finds her greatest
strengths lie in helping the special student interact
with the rest of the cﬁa§s.

There is a high degree of freedom for Mrs. Jones
to decide what she.wi11 or will not do with her special
education students. The most important factor which
influences her activities is the child's specific needs
and abilities. Mrs. Jones considers herself as more
flexible than most other teachers and more specific
about her expectations for all her stqdents. This

specificity enables her to better integrate the special

éfﬁ&éﬁt; fnléaaition, she feels she is most effective
in helping students establish rapport with each other

and teaching academic subjects. However, she feels
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least effective in managing ‘her time and occasionally
she is unsure about disciplining some of her special
students within large He%erogeneous groupings. She
finds that lack of time is the greategt barrier to
implementing special education‘programs. Furthermore,
she is not too sure about the specific services
available to her students. Because her special
students take more time and energy due to their lack of
1ndepenqence and ability to stay on task, she wonders
what effect this has on her other students. Moreover,
she finds it is often difficult to schedule time to
meet w\th the people who can help hefr in designing
programs and solving problems.

In spite of her busy work week and feelings of
inadequacy in meeting the needs of all her students,
Mrs. Johes would 1ike to be even more involved witn the
IEP process. Overall, she is quite satisfied with her
job, as evidenced by such enthusiastic comments as, "I
really love my job! I was very satisfied with my work
this year...even with adding two more students. I
enjoy watching the kids grow...especially seeing the

kids function in fhe regular class!"

~
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS -

In this Ch;pter the findings of the present study
are discussed in terms of their implications for
management, supervision and training of regular
education teachers, future research re]ated to
iplementation of IEPs, and special education policy.

It is clear that the regular class teachers in"
this study were struggling to cope with increased
demands related to implementing IEPs. Their
implementation patterns were consistently correlated
with type of special education program, population, and
skills, training, and experience with specia]leducation
competencies. Although, they tended not to participate
in formal aspects of the IEP process, they clearly were
involved in the informal day-to-day implementation
process. A substantial proportion of regular class
teachers were actively involved in modifying their
regular programs for %i]d to moderate]y;handicapped

. students. They reported having considerable discretion

143




as to the specific academic or nonacademic activites

which were provided. Furthermore, regular class
teachers reported frequent interactions with a variety
of personnel in order tc provide educational programs
for students with IEPs. However, these meetings were
more likely to be informal, and less likely to include
the farmal aspects of the IEP planning, writing,
coordin;ting, or review process. The IEP document

{tsel1f did not appear to be a major factor in

_determ?ning the extent of the regular class teachers'

involvement, although having a copy of the IEP did
increase the likelihood of its use. More importantly,
regular class teaéhers relied on special education
personnel for the direction and substantive content
related to the education of their special education
students.

Given the high degree of involvement, time, and
expertise required to develop I?Ps, the disposition of
[EPs following the planning pro&ess was of particular
concern in this study. The results of this study
indicate that some I[EPs are read and used by regular
class teachers, primarily to monitor and evaluate

educational programs. This may be a function of direct

v
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involvement in the IEP process since the teachers who
had‘attended IEP meetings as well as those who had a
personal copy of the IEP were more likely to refer to
it. 1

Furtherm&re, the intent of the legislation in
encouraging instructional opportunities for han&icapped
students in regular classes appears to have been met.
The majority of regular class teachers appeared to
assume responsibility for the education of the special
education students assigned to their classes. They
appqared to be willing and able to modify the
trad1t1ona1 curriculum to accomodate the unique needs
and abilities of the students with IEPs.

These results may be interpreted in relation to
the observations of Weatherley and Lipsky (1979)
regarding the influence of “"street level bureaucrats"
on translating public policy into practice. In this
study, the regular classroom teachers had substantial
&iscretion in how they actually worked witqﬂthe student
as well as with the .specialists involved with the
student. Their daily routines included procédures for

coping with the extra demands.and pressures imposed by

federal and state special education legislation. These
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routines were primarily outside the formal processes
which special education professionals follow, relying
more on informal relationships and processes.

The regular teaghers' lack of involvement 'in the
more formal aspects of the IEP process may be

interpreted in several ways. First, there may be an

informal division of labor wherein such responsibility .

for educating handicapped students is perceived to lie
with the special educators. Second, there may be a

lack of knowledge of the intent and provisions of the

‘federal and state laws regarding the raison d'etre for ..

the formal IEP process. Third, regular teachers may be
excluded from the formal process by the demands of
their teaching assignment. Finally, administrative
arrangements may exclude regular teachers from the
process. Most likely, each of these conditions
contributes to the observed pattern of low involvement
in the formal IEP process

The public policies related to serving special
education students which were reflected in the
teachers' operationalized daily routines included
provision for instruction in the least restrictive

environment (i.e., the regular classroom) and

-
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implementation of the IEP. The regular teacher
voluntarily included a proportion of special education
students who either did not need modifications of their
regular education programs or for whom the teachers had
a curricu]um'mddification or special procedure which
was effective for the student. 1In view of these
resu1ts; the regular classroom teacher can be viewqg as
a po]igy/maker, fulfilling the demands of‘the federal
and state legislation within the constraints of.limited

expertise, lack of tdime, and increased work load. -

Limitations of the Findings

The study focused on the role of regular

elementary teachers in a system which has been, for the
past five years, implementing the requirements of state
and federal special aducation legislation which
encourages integration of special education students in
the regular classroom. Systems which have more
recently begun to address legislative mandates may
differ significantly.

One administrative difference between primary
(K-3) and intermediate (4-56) teachers is the

departmental approach often found at the intermediate
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level. However, few correlations were found for grade
level. Therefore, grade level may not.be a :ariab1e
which signifiéant]y affects the teacher's role.
However, there may be other %1fferences between regular
elementary and secondary teachers' roles. Thu§, only
cautious generalization of the finﬂings og this study
to the role of secondary regular l]ass teachers who
implement IEPs may be waPranted.

The random sampling process of this stddy yielded
a distribution of IEPs for students with mild to severe
handicaps. This particular random sample identified no
regular class teachers involved in implementing IERs
for students with severe handicaps. Thus, it is not
possible to determine to what extent teacher behaviors
are similar or different when integrating students with
severe handicaps.

The study focused on the perceptions and self
report of elementary teachers' behaviors, activities
and interactions on behalf of special education
students. The validity of these perceptions and
self-reported behaviors was established through a
content analysis of their students' IEPs and follow-up

oral interviews. No attempt was made to obtain

~
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perceptions of the regular class teacher's role from
administrators, special educators, parents or advocates
of handicapped students, or the handicapped students
themselves. Furthermore, the study essentially focused
on process variables (such as instructional activities)
and presage variables (such as training‘or experience).
The study did not evaluate, the effectiveness of the
teacher's role in accomplishing student achievement.
The major findings of the study are described
according to percént of respondents for each teacher
survey item and each student IEP records review item.
This information provided a simple descriptive
analysis. It should be noted that approximately 25% of
the chi square analyses yielded associations at p < .05
criterion level. However, the relatively large number

of independent tests used increases the probability of

* Type I errors in the study. Hence, "significance" of

any single test mhst be interpreted with the utmost
caution pending replication in subsequent research.
Finally, the findings of the study must be
considered in the context of rapidly changing social
policies concerning the education of handicapped

children. Although the mandates and regultations of

155
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P.L. 94-142 have been in effect since the mid 1970's,
many school districts across the.state and country are
still struggling to bring their school services into
compliance. Yet, even as this rep;rt is submitted, the
federal department of education has réquested that the
Office of Special Education and Rehabi]itatiwe4éervices
deregulate P.L. 94-142. Especially for school systems
which face increasing challenges for accountablity in
the face of declining .enrollments, increased staff

rofessiona1ization and unionization, and shrinking
resources, the indechision yhich arises from a movement
to deregulate PL-94-142 adds still another challenge.
Thereforé,“it is important that the .research which
documents the actual involvement of the regular class

teacher's role in the day-to-day delivery of

educational programs for handicapped students be

interpreted accordingly.
The f611ow1ng implications of the study's findings
are offered with the above caveats in mind.
IMPLICATIONS

Management and Supervision Implications

L]

In light "of the findings, regular and special

,education.administrators should critically review their
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respective and collective supervision procedures to
ensure adequate recognition of the role of the regular

classroom teacher in implementing individualized

educational programs. Several results of this study
indicate that 2) some reguiar teachers are involved in
both the formal and informal aspects of implementing
IEPs, and many more are involved in only the informal
aspects; b) .some regular teachers are receiving
satisfactory levels of resource support in order to
implement IEPs, and c) most regular teachfers are
modifying their programs to accommodiate the special
needs and abilities of students with IE .

There ;ppear to be several key variables which are
under the control of administrators'and thch are
correlated w{th the regular teacher's role in
1mp1ément1ng [IEPs. Teachers must be made aware of the
presénce and characteristics of the special education
students placed in their regular classrooms to
effectively implement I[EPs. This might be achieved by
including these teachers in IEP meetings and/or
providiné them with a personal copy of the I[EP for each

child assigned to their classroom. While the logistics

of having regular class teachers attend [EP meetings
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may present some difficulties, the value of having

these teachers attend the meetings, in terms of

increased awareness of special education students

placed in class and greater utilization of IEPs, should
override such difficulties. 1IEP meetings could be
scheduled in the 1ate.afternoon, or substitute teachers
or aides be utilized to allow regular class teachers to
attend these meetings. Further, according to recent
policy guidelines, regular teachers who do not attend
IEP meetings for their special education students,
should either meet with special educators to be
informed. about those students, or receive a copy of the
IEP. \

Similarly, logistical problems may surface in the
provision of personal copies of-IEPs to all regular
teachérs serving special children. However, the

empirical data clearly suggest that teachers who have a

_personal copy of the IEP refer to it to discuss*the

program with the special educator and view it as
helpful in providing educational services to the
student. Provision of a copy to special educators or

other personnel to which the regular teacher can refer
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was not found to be an adequate alternative. Further,
recent state legislation mandates the provision of a
copy to all persons providing special education or
related services which includes any teacher who
modifies the regq]ar education program to meet the
needs of a special child. '

Communication and coordination of IEP
imp lementation efforts between regular and special
educators is another area in which administrative
changes might have a positive effect. The importance
of the resource support and coordinative functions of
special” educators for effective 1mp1ementatioh of IEPs
was evident in all sources of data in this stuﬂy as
well as in other studies (Safer, et al., 1979, Craig,
et al., 1980). Administrators should take steps to
facilitate communication and coordination between
regular and special educators. Specific procedures
might include scheduling or providing teachers
opportunities to schedule informal meetings to discuss
student programming and progress, providing regular and
special educators opportunities to observe their
students in other classrooms, i.e., in special and

regular classes respectively, and designating someone,

(941
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either the regular or special educators, as responsible

for coordinating IEP implementation activities, and

monitoring the coordinators' performance of his/her
role.

As reported by others (Safer, et al., 1979), time
management was found to be a critical variable in the
implementation of IEPs. As indicated from the teacher
interviews, lack of time for instructional planning was
the most pressing barrier to effectively implementing
IEPs. Teachers need adequate time for instructional
planning, atteﬁd{ﬁg IEP meetings, meéting with special
education personnel and “parents to discuss programs,
and learning new special education teaching techniques.
Administrators should recognize this need and assist
teachers in making time for the necessary activities.

Establishing periods of time for specific purposes such

\\%s instructional planning and meetings might

facilitate these processes. Further, training teachers
in time management skills and monitoring their use of
non-instructional time could promote better use of the
limited time available.

Training Implications

Several findings of this study have implications

1Ul}
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for the training of regular education teachers
responsible for workiyg with special education
students. The most relevant of these findings relates
to characteristics of the regular teachers.

Teachers' knowledge of relevant 1egis1afion ¥as
found to be generally limited. More than half were
aware of California special education legislation, but
less than half were familar with the CTPL competencies,
and even fewer knew about federal special education
requirements. Knowledge of the laws was associated

with knowledge of the state special education

competencies, and kdowfedge of these competencies was
related to participation in inservice training. Thus,’
inservice training for regular educators should address
federal special education legislation as well as state
laws in competencyﬂrequirements.

Teachers' knowledge of the special educati;n
services available at their school sites also emerged
as a significant factor in implementation. Generally, ) f
reqular class teachers were not highly aware of the
available special education services in their
respective 2%%0015. They achieved an average accuracy
of 56% in naming the special education services

/
f
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available to their students. Teachers' effectiveness
in meeting students' special needs is clearly limited
by their awareness of the services ahd resources
available. Inservice training should address this area
with the goal of increasing regular teachers' knowledge
of the specid1 services and educational resources
available at their school and in the éommunity.
Perhaps most critical to the training of regu]a;’
educators ijs the observed relationship between special
education and diagnostic/prescriptive teaching skills
and IEP implementation patterns. Most teachers
reported moderate ratings of their skills, training,
and experience regarding the special education and
diagnostic/prescriptive competencies assessed. Special
education skill levels of teachers were significantly
associated with khoﬂ]edge that a special education
student was enro]]ed'in their class, higher rating of

helpfulness of the IEP, and greater attendance at IEP

‘meetings.’ These findings are qonsistent with those

reported by Safer, et al., (1979), and Redden and
Blackhurst (1977). Training in diagnost.ic/prescriptive
teaching was significant]y correlated with knowledge

that modification of the regular program was included
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in the IEP, and attendance at IEP meetings. Experience
with special education skills was associated with
participation in inservice training programs. Clearly,
reqular teachers would benefit from training in special
education and diagnostic/prescriptive teacning
techniques.

Direct instructional methods and behavior
management techniques were identified as the areas in
which teachers most desired training. Consultation
with and observation of special education teachers
surfaced as the preferred mode of inservice training.
Inservice training programs should address these areas
and modalities accordingly.

These findings suggest another topical area for
1nsérv1ce training of regular educators. Teachers
repeatedly cited ::e value of working with special
educatcrs for increasing their effectiveness on
implementing IEPs. Correspondingly, training shou1q
focus on increasing the co11abor$t1Ve skills of regu]a;
teachers, as well as special educators, toward the goal
of ongoing 1laborative efforcts. Enhanéed

communication between regular and special educators

‘wou]E\certain]y promote coordination of planning and

-

-
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implementation activities among these educators. ,
Further, the results of this study suggest that
regular tea'‘chers have many successful teq;hing
proéedures which would allow them to act as coordinate
status consultants (Johnson, 1975) to each other and
with special educators. Inservice training events
sShould be patﬁisu1ar1y sensitive to their already
existing skills and knowledge, and should incorporate
collaboration in exchanges between Special and regular
teaéhers. ‘ '
Finally, the respondents in this study were not’
differentiated according to grade level or population
density. . Thus, inservice events can be designed to
capitalize on the diversity and heterogenity
represented by practicing teachers, instead of
separating them according to soecific teaching roles
(e.g., primary vs. intermediate) or p0pu1ati6n (e.qg.,

rural versys urban).

" Research Implications

It is recommended that additional research be

undertaken to identify those administrative and
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educational practices which enhance the involvement of
regular class teachers in implementing IEPs and the
effectiveness of such implementation. A large
proportion of the teachers in this study noted the use
~ of “"effectijve practices" in integrating their special
education students. However, many of the regular class
teachers in this study did not perceive their
modifications of the regular program as special
education. VYet, without.those modifications, many
students with 1EPs might not have been accommodated in
the regular classroom. These practices should be
jdentified to determine their value for mainstreaming
special education students and for education in
general. ‘

Cne area worthy of further research is ba;ed on
the apparent reciprocal nature of the rqgu]ar and
special educatian systems. Regular classroom teachers
reported sending nonhandicapped students to special
classes fur reasons ranging from beihg tested as a
possible IEP candidate, to receiving special education
instruction, to bezing a tutor of handicapped students.
This activity level was differentially related to the

type of special classroom. Non-handicapped students

145 ,
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attended the resource rcom more frequently than special
classes for learning, communicatively, or severely .
handicapped pupils. This finding Egpresents a novel

pattern of informal "reverse mainstreaming" for

academic and nonacademic activities. This was an
unexpected outcome of the study and needs further

research to determine the extent and nature of the

informal reciprocal interactions between the regular

and special education subsystems.

Because this study limited its focus to the role
of regular elementary teachers in implementing IEPs,
further research is needed to clarify the role of
regh]ar teachers at the secondary level. This is of
particulaé importance in vie& of the fact-that the :
service delivery system at the gécondary level is quite
different.

Future rese.c,ch efforts which analyze the role of
regular teachers should be enhanced by the current
aétﬂmpt to generate a standardized measure of
participation and involvement. This study generated an
instrument designed to describe the teacher's

knowledge, &ctivities, interactions, satisfaction and

overall work effort related to teaching special

_——_—_.—_—_—.._—_—__—._.'_______Il-\\_n_—_ﬂ__—_ﬂ_
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education students. Replication of the current study
using similar measurcs should yield valuable data.
Addititnally, quasi-experiBenta];studies of IEP
implementation are needed to confirm the relationships
among vagiab1eé in the IEP plaqning.and implementation
process tentatively identified }y this study, and to
discover new re]at1onsh1ps’amonq document,
environmental, service provider, and child
characteristics. Finally, the effects of IEP
implementation practices on chi]d-performance must

ultimately be assessed to determine the value of the

IEP process as a whole as,we11 as the effects of its

many components.

: " Policy Implications

The policy implications of the results may be
~  understood in relation to Weatherley “and Lipsky's

observations (1979) regarding the =ffects of policy on

!
the practices of "street Jevel bureaucrats." Reported
e
. practices were clearly inconsistent with certain legal
/ requirements. *Most notable was. the disparity between

IEP contents and the actual individualized education

M\“///prognam. Many 1EPs lacked specification of the
)
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modifications of the regular classroom actually being
implemented. A1l such special education and related
services must be 1nc1dded in the .IEP by‘1aw. Assdming
)that,correspondencé between policy and practice should
be maximized, either the regulations regarding IFP
contents should be revised or related practices should
be modified. Revision of regulations to correspond to
these practices would involve removing the requirements
for specification of modifications of the regular
classroom. However, removal of the mandate might
ultimately reduce the implementation of effective
modifications currently specified in some IEPs.
Practice changes would involve either revising the
IEP to match implementation activiéies or adjusting
educational pr&ctices to conform with [EP
specifications. Revising the IEP to include actual
modifications may be appropriate. However, it would be
extremely difficult and lengthy to specify these
mo@ifications in much detail. Similarly it might be

counter-productive to 1imit needed educational services

to those l1isted in the IEP. Thus, certain discrepancies

between policy &nd practice may be functional if not
desirable in terms of fulfilling the intent of the




policies. Indeed, the specification of goals and
objectives is the primary domain of social and
educational policy. Thus, to this end, IEP mandates
appear to be.effective. The areas in which educational
practices devfeted from policy mandates appear to
reflect constructive problem solving on the part of
regular teachers in terms of promoting student
development.

To the extent that the IEP is a statement of
goals, actions and the commitment of resources, it is
comparab]e to a policy. Accordingly, a discrepancy
between po11cy and practice may exist if there are

differences between IEP contents (policy) and IEP

implementation (practice). That is, minor
. 0\ »

discrepanciee between IEP contents and implementation
practices may be functional and desirable if the IEP is
intended to serve as a-general guide for evaluating
student progress on the stated educational goals (CFR,
1981). Given that teachers in this study most uften
utilized the IEP to review student's pregress, this
purpose appears to be at least partia]]&’fu]fi]]ed
despite discrepancies which may exist between contents

and practice. Further, the implementation of
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modifications not included in ghe IEP meets the primary
purpose of current special education legislation, i.e.,
providing an appropriate individualized educational
program in the regular education program to the maximum
extent possible.

Other practices and reported deviations from
policy are not as equivocal in terms o?vfu1f111ing
special education ana IEP goals. While the IEP meeting
may facilitate communication between parents and some
school personnel such as the special education teacher
or resource specialist, as suggested by the Office of
Spe.4al Education (CFR, 1981), this effect largely

precludes regular class teachers given their Tlow

frequency attendance at IEP meetings. The implication

for policy is to mandate the inclusion of regular class

teachers in IEP méetfngs. However, considering the

reported time constraints of regular teachers, this

policy would be difficult to implement. An alternative

policy would be to require periodic meetings between
regular and speécial educators for teachers who cannot
attend formal [EP meetings. This is highly consistent
with practices reported in this study. Recent

recommendations fo]]owing this direction have been made

1/0/'

,
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by the Federal Office of Special Education (CFR,
1981).

The management, monitoring, and compliance
functions of the IEP suggested by the Office of Special
Education seem to apply to a relatively small
proportion of regu1ar teachers, since few teachers
actually received copies of the IEP for their
handicapped students and even fewer used the IEP as a
guid or provision of educational services. As
1ndj§;;€6 earlier, recent State legislation has
mandated the provision of a copy of the IEP to all
personnel responsible for implementing any part of the

ocument. However, whether the regular eduhator is
responsible for implementing any part of the IEP
remains a critical jssue for po1i£y makers., If
modifications of the regular program are specified in
the IEP, the regular teacher seems to have a clear role
1n‘1mp1gmentatioh. However, if no such modifications
are 1nc1uded in the document, the regular teachers role
in implementation is amorphous. .

Perhaps the most critical finding of this’study
for special education policy is the determination that

regular teachers play a large part in the education of

17;
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most handicapped children. Current legislation defines.

the role of the regu1af educator primarily by omission.
That is, special education policies say little
regarding the activitie;yof the regular educator in the
JEP process. While this affords the regular teacher
some va]uab]g discretion in educating their handicapped
students, it also results ia highly variable éfeatment
of these students, with unknown effects. Unless the
role of the regular teacher is formally addressed in
special and regular education policies, pﬁrticu1ar1y
IEP regulations, the goals and educational program for
Fhe handicapped child in the regular classroom will
remain unspecified and therefore difficult to evaluate.
Further, regular teachers will have to continue to
educate the handicapped students in their classrooms
without optimal support, recognition, and involvement
until their role is addressed in educational policy.
Finally, the policy implications of the finding
that regular teachers sent non-handicapped students to
special education ciasse’s deserves particular
attention. The various reasons for this "reverse
mainstreaming" trend have different implications for

special education policy. Informal referral of regular

~
“J

'

i TN v
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education ctudents to the special class for testing
and/or instruction clearly co}tradicts current
legisTation. However, this pracFice attests to the
daily exigencies of dealing with students in need of
1mmed1at; assistance beyond that which the regular
teacher can provide either due to limited skills or
environmental constraints. Further, the practice
reflects afneed to c¢ircumvent the formal spacial
education process of referral, assessment, and IEP
planning. This trend, including sending regular
education students to special classes for non-academic
activities, may also ref]%ct an informal exchange
system through which special and regular educators
aéhieve optimal class compositions and size for
particular activities. Reverse mainstreaming for
participation in non-academic activities and for peer
tutoring appear to fu]fi]]lthe goal of maximizing the
education of handicapped students with non-handicapped
students as well as meeting the daily needs of regular
and special educators. Clearly, a more flexible
legislative policy, addressing the day to day needs of
regular and special educateig at the school site level

may fulfill the objectives of special and regular

173
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education policies, i.e., maximizing the education of
all children.

The discussion and 1mp1%cations of this study are
made in the-spirit of adding to the growing knowledge
and data base which has docume;ted the effectiveness of
implementing IEPs. It is clear that neitner 1itigqtion
nor legislation ensures that educational practices will
change as directed. Indeed, it has taken over 25 years
of court action and, for some school systems,
contingent withdrawal of federal funds, to implement
the 1954 Brown vs Board of Education desegregation
decree. It is anticipated that it will not take such
time or contingencies to implement P.L. 94-142., The
degree of compliance to a law or regulation must be
balanced with the extent of commitment to the intent of
the law. C1eaf1y P.L. 94-142 and corresponding state
legislation have commanded the attention of public
schoo]ypersonne1. Because one of the underlying
intents of P.L. 94-142 and the California Master Plan
for Special Education is to ensure that handicapped and
non-handicapped students have increased opportunitites
to learn together, the rd]e of the regular class

teacher in implementing IEPs has a special place in

assuring the achievement of that intent.
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‘ {PROTOCOL DEVELUPED -BY Sﬁig JTART FUR 1981 KEVIEWS)
%4 .
I REVIEWER v PROGRAM CODE

|

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES REGION
COMPLIANCE REVIEW

) I. ALL HANDICAPPED CHILDREN IN NEED OF SPECIAL
EDUCATION MUST BE IDENTIFIED, LOCATED AND
EVALUATED. (121a.220) (20 U.S.C. 1414(a)(1)(A))

PUPIL NUMBER
1 2 3 4 5

Is there written documentation of a referral?

No referral located

Yes

Is there documentation that the parents were notified of the referral?

-

No

Yes

Unable to determine

II. EACH LEA SHALL ESTABLISH AND IMPLEMENT PROCEDURES
CONSISTENT WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF FEDERAL AND
STATE LAW FOR EDUCATTIONAL ASSESSMENT OF AN IN-
OIVIDUAL WITH EXCEPTIONAL NEEDS. (121a.530) (20
U.S.C. 1412(5)(C)) 5 CAC (3152)(C)

When was the child mos{ recently assessed?

No assessment located }

More than three years aéo

Less than three years ago

Unable to determine - \

Is there documentation that the parents were notified in writing prior to the most recent
assessment? N

/
“<Unable to determine

Was the most recent assessmen cqmpleted within fifty (50) days from the date permission
to assess was received?

No assessment ioca$ed . 15

Nq.

\)' Number 5 continues on next page.

-
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COMPLIANCE REVIEW . . PROGRAM CODE I

_ PUPIL NUMBER *

1 2 3 | 4 sl

5. Continued - j
Yes

Unable to determine N

. Which of the following was included in the written record of the assessment?

No record located

Information from only one scurce

Evidence of multi-disciplinary assessment

III.- AN INDIVIDUALIZED_EDUCATION PROGRAM SHALL BE DE- '
¢ VELOPED AND IMPLEMENTED FOR EACH HANDICAPPED CHILD.
. (121a.341)(5 CAC 3154 (a))

. Who of the following were in attendarice at the most recent planning meeting to develop

the IEP?

[4

No ﬁeet1ng held

School administrator or designee

Parent & : '

Student

Special education teacher

Regular education teacher

Psycholpgist

Program sbecia]ist

Counselor

Nurse b

Speech/language therapist

Pupil services: worker

Representative from non-publiic school agency

Others

. If the parent(s) was not in attendance at the most recent planning meeting for the

development or change of the IEP, what documentation is there of attempts to insu.e
parent participation?

Parent attended

Recerd of teﬁephone contacts

Number 8 continues on the next page.
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COMPLEANCE REVIEW . PROGRAM CODE

| .
. . PUPIL NUMBER i
o 2 3 | 4 5
8. Continued ' N

Copies of correspondences with parents

et

Copies of parent responses

Records of home visits

No documentation found

9. Which of tﬁé fellowing describes the status of the stud %'s IEP?
No IEP found )

Partial [EP found
IEP fully implemented .

IEP partially implemented (complete Number 16)

Reason for non-implementation given
10. Which of the following are included in the current IEP?

No IEP found

Present level of educational performance

Not included ' - . 7

Included

Goals

Not included .
Included

Objectives

Not included
Included

Statement of specific special education and related services to be provided

Not included

Included . o
Career and vocational education program (if applicable)

Not included
Included

Not applicable ,

g‘l:lumber' 10 continues on the next page. 18'3 |
L3
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COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROGRAM CODE .

10.

PUPIL NUMBER

1 2 3 4 5

Continued
Extent to which student will participate in the regular program (if specia] class)

Not included . B

Included 4jT47

Not applicable

Anticipated duration of program

Not included

i)

Included

IV. BOTH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL PLACEMENT IN THE LEAST
RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT WILL BE BASED ON THE PUPIL'S
IEP AND WILL -ADHERE TO PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS REGARDING
THE PLACEMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH EXCEPTIONAL NEEDS.
(121a.550, 121a.552)(20 U.S.C. 1412(5)(8) 1414(a)(1)(iv)

Is there documentation that the parent was notified in writing prior to the p1acement
of the student7

k %
No

Yes

N &

Notification given after placement ‘

Unable to determine

Is there documentation that the pa}ent gave written permission prior to the placeﬁent
of the student?

No ' [

Yes

Consent given after placement

Unable to determine

' )
V. EACH PUPIL'S IEP SHALL BE REVIEWED PERIODICALLY AND

NOT LESS THAN ANNUALLY. (121a.534)(5 CAC 3154)

L

If the StudEﬂt has been enrolled for more than one year, is there evidence that a review
of the IEP has occurred? N - (

“No o ’

" Number 13 continues on next page.




l COMPLIANCE REVIEW , PROGRAM CODE

'—* ) . PUPIL NUMBER

1 2 3 4 5

'Cont1nued

Yes <" P
¥
Enrolled less than one year

If a review has taken place, who participated?

Administrator or designee

Parent

Regular education teacher

Special education teacher i )

‘ Program specialist

Psychologist )
Pupil . .

Nurse
Other

Not applicable

1f a student has been enrolled in the resource specialist program for more than one year,
is there documentation of a health and psychological screening? )

No ‘ (
Yes - (: .
Not applicable e ~\~\\\ .

If the student's IEP has not been fully implemented, indicate which placement, service,
or other element of the IEP is not being provided.

e o e m—

Resource specialist program

Special class

Speech/ianguage therapy

Psychological services (counse]fﬁg) p

Adaptive Physical Education

Career or vocational preparation

Audiological services -

0r1entat1on/mob111ty instruction

Number 16 continues on next page.
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COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROGRAM CODE

PUPIL NUMBER
1 2 3 4 5

16. Continued

Home/Hospital Instruction

Services of an itinerant VH, AH, OH teacher

Recreation therapy

Special transportation

Amount of integration

Other (please specify)

FINDINGS:




" QUESTIONNAIRE

INVOLVEMENT OF REGULAR CLASS TEACHER IN IMPLEMENTING INDIVIDUALIZED
EDUCATION PROGRAMS
FOR THE
CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
.STUDY ON ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF REGULAR CLASSROOM
TEACHERS IN IMPLEMENTATION OF INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAMS

,/’ Return within two weeks to:

IEP Research Project
c/o R. Windmiller/A. Nevin
- ‘ Santa Barbara Special Education
Services Region
4400 Cathedral Oaks Road
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
(805} 961-4454
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PART I: The questions in this section are about your work as a regular class-
room teacher,

1. what is your present position? Primary (K-3) ] Middle (4-6) ]

2. How long have you held this position in this district?

3. How many years of teéching experience have you had? (circle number)
1. 1-5 years L 4, 16-20 years
2. 6-10 yéars

| 5. 21-25 years
3. ll-iS years ! 6
b

6. over 25 years

4. Do you have teaching responsibilities with more than one classroom?

[ JYes [_JNo If yes, please describe.

5. How many hours do you actually work during a typical week.
. Hours

6. As a regular classroom teacher, how frequently do you encounter non-English
or limited English speaking handicapped students? (circle number)

1. never (If you do encounter non-English or
limited English speaking handicapped

2. occasionally students, what 1anguage?s) do they
speak?) i

3. frequently

4, more or less daily

3
o

7. Are you bilingual? ! | Yes | | No If YES, what 1aﬁ§uage(s) do you speak?

8. For the 1980-1981 school year,

What is youf class size? Number of girls

Number of boys Number of girls with IEPs
Number of boys with IEPs




speci§] education services are available in your build*ng? (check an
apply ‘

Self-contained Classroom fgr | i Itinerant Consultant
Learning Handicapped Students (LH)

Resource Specialist (RS) i ‘i Sﬁecia] School (please
name the school)

Communicatively Handicapped (CH)

Severely Handicapped (SH) i ] Speech and'Language Therapy

Psychologist i l Do?‘t Know

Other (please specify all others)

9.2 How many students from special classes for the learning handicapped (LH)
do you include in your classroom activities? How many students from classes
for the communicatively handicapped (CH) or severely handicapped (SH) ‘are
included in the following regular classroom activities? (circle the special’
class and write the number)

Math class ) LH SH
Reading class LH SH
Social Studies class LH SH
Music class , LH SH
Art class LH SH
Physical Education LH SH
Other (please specify) LH SH

..10. Do any of your non-handicapped students gd into the special classes on your campus?

[:::] Yes || No ;

If yes, how many students aFE”iQ!3;¥£g§;nd what do they do?
CH class !

i
i" )
/
/

I

LH class

SH class

Resource specialist

Speech Therapy

Other (specify):
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11, How many special education students were assigned to you during the 1980-81
school year? (Include those who moved away or transferred to other programs. )
- (write number) -

students

12.1 Do you have a copy of the Individualized Educational Programs (IEPs) of
special education students assigned to your class?
. | | Yes ] | No

If no, please skip to the next item.

' 12.2 If yes, how often do you refer to it while you are teaching or intéracting
with students. (circle number)

»

. Never Once of Twice 0ccasfbna11y- Frequently . Daily
per year (1-2 days per (1-2 days per i
\ . ) month) week) \
1 2 ' 3 4 5

12.3 If no, do you ngve access to a copy? [::] Yes [::] No
If\yes, where Is the IEP ]ocated? (check all that apply)
With resource room teacher
With special education teacher
With central office files

. With psychofogist .

With® speech therapist
Other (pleése spetify)

Don't know

12.4 Under what conditions, or for what dﬁrposes, do you refer to the IEP?
. (circle all that apply) .

In virder to prepare daily lessons . {
In order to réview the studént's progress

In order, to prepare a report of student progress for parent conference

In order to discuss IEP with special education teacher

In order to supervise.aide$ or, tutors who are working with the student

Other (please specify)
. I don't refer to it

NP WM
.
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12.5 In your opinion to what extent is the IEP useful or helpful to you in
carrying out your responsibilities? (circle number)

Not at all Somewhat - Fairl
he]?fu] helpful helpf
. , 2 3

y Very Extremely
ul helpful helpful
4 5

13. What revisions or provisions should be included in the IEP in order to increase
jts usefulness? '

14.

15.

1.
2.

3
4
5

Goals and objectives should be
Assessment information should be
Support services should be
Evaluation procedures should be

Other (please specify)

CHECK ONE

MORE specific

]
]
-
]

LESS specific

Ooon

1 am not that familiar with what goes into an IEP
1 would 1like to learn more about the content of an IEP

To what extent do you interact with the following people in relationship to

c

— > [N -t = [{=] -4 1] a.

)

the special education students who are assigned to your class? (circle
appropriate reply)
Never  Rarely Occasionally Frrequently Daily
KEY 1-5 times 1-2 days 1-2 days
per year per month per week
a) Other regular class teachers n r 0 f d
b) The student's special class |
teacher(s) n r 0 f d
Designated instruction and .
services (DIS) instructors n r 0 f d
Special education aides n r 0 f d
Principals/vice principals n r 0 f d
Program specialists n r 0 f d
Resource specialists n r 0 f d ~
School psychologists n r 0 f d
Special education administrator n r ) f d
School nurse n r 0 f d
Teacher aides n r 0 f d
The special student's parents n r 0 f d
r 0 f d

m

N N s N el e N N S S

Other (please specify) n
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16. what is the nature of the support you receive from the following people in |
relation ti/your work with special education students? (please circle)

- KEY

{n) If you receive no support

(s)e If you receive special materials/ideas ,
(d)” If the person provides direct instructional time with the students
(e) If you receive emotional support/stress reduction

(t) I you receive training in special techniques

Alsc, please 1ndicaté now satisfied you are with the support you receive
related to special education students. (please circle) :

(1) Mot at an ) (2) Fairly (3) Very (NA) Not appiicable
SUPPORT SA{ISFACTION
) a) Other regular class teachers n s d .e t 1 2 3 N
) b) The student's special class
- teacher(s) n s d e t 1 2 3 NA
' c) Designated instruction and ) _
services (PIS) instructors n s d e t 1 2 3 NA .
| d) Special education aides : n s d e t }\1 2 '3 WA
e) Principals/vice principals n s d e t "3 2 3 HNA
f) Program specialists n s d e ¢ 1 2 3 NA
g) Resource specialists n s d e t 1 21 3 NA
h) School psychologists n s d e t 1 2 3 fNA
1) Special education administratorn s d e t 12 3 M
J) School nurse n s d e t 1 2 3 NA
N K) Teacher aides n s d e t 1 2 3 N
1) The gbéé?é;“géﬁdént‘s parents n s d e t 1 2 5 NA ’
m) Other Jlease specify) n s d e t |°1 2 3 NA

———— -

17. To what extent are you satisfied with with the progress of the special

education student(s) assigned to your classroom. ({circle number) )
Not at all Somewhat Féir1y Very Extremely \J\
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1 2 3 4 5
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* You have completed PART I. Please continue

* THANK YOUu!!

with‘PART IT which asks important questions

N

related- to“your actual teaching interactions

with special education students.

-
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PART II. For the Handicapped 1earners.ass1gned to your classroom how do you

distribute your work time., [Go you feel you should 1ess more, or about

the same. Circle response appropr1ate to you.
. ¥

b

’ TIME I ACTUALLY SPEND . TIME I SHOULD
' . . SPEND
Never Rarely Occasion- Frequently Daily| Less More Same |
KEY: ) . all ) .
\ . 1=5 days 12 days 1-2 days
_per year per-month  per week '~ .

ACTIVITY
Initiate referral process ; n r o- f d 1 m s
Conduct tests and asséssment
designed to identify special
students strengths and. weaknesses n r o. f d 1T m s |

Write behavioral objectives to
meet the needs of handicapped
learners .. nhr 0 f d 1 m s

Work with special educator to
interpret tests and assessment ‘

information ' n r o "f d 1 m S
Work with spe&ia1 educaéor to o v

write individuaiized education .

program n r 0 f d 1 m S
Design mofification(s) of the .
regular program n r 0 f d . 1 m s
Employ special suppJementary ‘ a
materials or aids . n r 0 f d 1 m S
Complete forms related to sefving .

spécial education students .hoor 0 f d 1 m s
Monitor/evaluate progress of

special education students n é; 0 f d 1 m s
Meet with parents of special : ‘
education students n r 0 f d 1 m S
Participate in IEP planning or

review meeting to write

or revise programs n r 0 f d 1 am S -

N
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12, Implément procedures specifically .
designed to discigline ' .
specidl eQU¢atio$g?§udents ‘ n r o f o d 1

13. Intervene with non-handicapped . ° v
students who are negatively
interacting with handicapped
students X n r o . f d 1

>

R ¥ Iﬁp]ement curriculum promote posi-
tive interacting between don-handi- . ' :
capped and handicapped students n r 0. f d 1
. 15. Engagé in telephone communication

. related to sp. ed. $tudents n .
Te " ’

16. Interact with other professionals ) . -
le.g., nurses, physicians, psycho- )
flogists, occupational or '
/physical therapists) n . r o f d 1

-
o
-
Q.
p—

° 17, Providé one-to-one instruction T{tu- , _ -
* | torial) for the sp. ed. students n r o f d, 1

18. Provide small group instruction
which includes the special L . -
education students ' “eon r o' - f d - 1

19. Participate in due process hearing n r o f d 1

20, Supervise‘peér'tu;ors who are as-
“signed to sp. ed. students ‘ n r o f d ]

21. Supervise classroom-aides or .
volunteers who work with .special *
education students - v n r 0 f d ° 1

122. Observe special educator imp]ement;[ '

ing special ed. techniques ’ n

23. Cansult with other regular teachers ; : .

who work with sp. ed. students n r 0 f d ]
,0 ]

24 Participate in school or district
committee work for special education
services 3 n r 0 f d - 1

25, Lég;;_is_;;;1ement an educational
practice which helps a special

education student n r 0 f d 1

-

Now that Part II is completed, just a few more minutes of your time
and you will have completed the entire survey.

“ ON TO PART II1

ACTIVITY . . ‘ TIME I ACTUALLY SEEND TIME I SHOULD SPEND
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PART 111. .The questions in this section concern your training gxperiencg.

1. WHat type of credential{s)\do you'hold? . ' b "
" 1. Teaching credential(s)
. Special credential(s)
. Administration credential(s) .

.. Other credent1a1(s)-or author1zat1on(s) s

H WMo

2. ' Are you now enro]]ed or have you completed a graduate degree or other cert1f1cat1on
program in additiop to your credent1a]3r (please descr1beb
c)

* 1. Master's degree” (specify area)
' I

- 2. Doctoral degree (sbecify area) .

W3, Other certification (spec1fy) ' )
3. How knowledgeable are you with the f0110w1ng spec1a1 educat1on Taws? ”
1. P.L. 94-142 '
2. California Master Plan o
3. 504 Regulations o -

by ’

4. ‘'What inservice experience related to special eduation ha¥e you received during the
last year? Plgase rate the unefulness, of each inservice event.

Inservice Event and Topic' . Usefulness :
; Check here - Not ' )
C .if you received, |- DID NOT! Useful Extreme
¢ ¢ 1nserV1ce evvnt Receive | at all  Somewhat Usefu
University Extension Course i 1 2‘& 3 4 5
Summer Special Education Course 1 2 3 4 5
Consultation from Special vl
Education Teacher ' . o1 2 4 5
Workshop (specify tgpic(s)) ' 1 2 ‘ 4 5
Visitation to an Efemp]ary Program ' 1 2N /3. 4 5.

Discussion with Other Regular
- Class Teachers Who Have Special

Education Students ‘ : 1 2 3 4 5
Observation of a Demonstrated Techéique 1+ 2 3 4 5
Review of Literature or Article 1 2. 3 4 5
Attendance at Professic (1 Conference 1 | 2 3 4 5‘
Other (please specify) 1 2 .3 4 5




-

5.,

The COmm1$S10n for Teacher Preparatipn and Licen51ng requires that all those who \
graduate from basic multiple subje¢ts credential programs must complete certain
special eduation competenCies Aré'wou aware of these.comnetencies?
disagree?

A\

L[ JYes 2, ] Nor ’ .

Training and Experience

Do you have any formal traininq and/or ;*b-reiated experience in the fo]]owing acti-
vities? How skilled do you think you are in each activity? lIn column 1, please
indicate whether or not you've had formal training in the activity; in co]umn 2,
whether or not you've had job-related experience; in column 3, the degree of sk111

.
—

.you have
- 1 = T2 3.

Training ( Experience Degree of Skill

d Yes Yes No Not. Somewhat Very

Recognizing special education
student's academic strengths .
and weaknesses Y N Y * N . 1 2 3 4

n

Assessing characteristics and b s
behavior of exceptional students ] .
in terms of programs and ' ‘ .
developmental needs Y N Y N 1 2 3 4 5

Recognizing differences and
similarities of exceptional
and, non-exceptional students Y N . Y N 1 2 "3 4 5
Analyzing non-discriminatory
assessment, including a

sensitivity to cultural and )
linguistic factors Y N. Y N 1 2 3 4 5

Producing and, evaluating short 1.
and long-terp educational
objectives for regular classroom
aspects of the Individualized
Educational Program Goals M Y N 1 2 3 4 5
Using various diagnostic/pre-
scriptive materials and procedures . ‘
in reading, language -and math, and . ) ‘
perceptual motor develdpment when . ) ‘ \\~‘§
appropriate Y N Y N .1, 2 3 4

Applying diagnostic information ~ . .
towards the modification of tra- - N
ditional school curriculum and -
materials for selected students Y N Y N 1 2 3 4 5

e
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2

L2
-
»
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S ' - L 2 3
Training Experience Degree of 7Skill
. ® “Yes  No Yes No Not  Somewhat Very
8. Identifying and teaching non- ) X
- academic areas such as sociali- °
zation skills, career and
vocational education ) Y {1 Y N 1 2 3 4
- 9. Promoting student growth in !
the affective domain and in
: interpersonal re.ations . Yy N Y N 1, 2 3 4 5
. 10 Comﬁunicatin? appropriate .
information (related to special '
students) to other professionals
and to parents Y N Y N 1- 2 3 4 L)
’ 11. Understanding current special
education legislation and
_ concepts of least restrictuve
énvironment and due process
for students, parents, and
teachers Y N Y N 1 2 3 4 5
7. Please add any comments or experiences related to education for handicapped students
your classroom or school that you feel are important for this survey.
N
8. P1ease indicate below if you would like to participate in a persona] interview with °
project staff to share your concerns regarding the education of handicapped learners.
I am interested in a follow-yp interview.
I'am not interested.
I would prefer a telephone interview.
J
Hgme Phore School Phone
- Most Preferred Time E?ast Preferred Time
I wou]d prefer a personal interview at home at school.
* You will be contacted within the next two weeks to arrange a time and place if ynu
are interested in the follow-up interview,
9, Please indicate if you would like a copy of the results of this study. Please inclu

your summer address. y
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=48) REPCRTING
SKILL LEVEL, TRAIRING, AND EXPERLENCE RELATED
« 10 11 SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPETENCIES FOR
CALIFORNIA ELEMENTARY CERTIFICATION

. ' N Degree of Skil)
No Skill Some Skill Very Skilled
Competency : Tr;tnlng,47 : Experfence s 1 2 3 4 5

i

1. Recognizing special education student's 63 %0 8 4 35 49 4
\\ academic strengths and wesknasses
2. Assessing charactqristics and behavior 60 86 10 14 36 3 4
of exceptional students in tarms of M
programs and developmental needs .

3. Recognizing differences and similarfties 70 96
of axceptional and non-exceptions) >
students

4, Analyzing nog-discriminatory assess- L 42 63 i
mant, lnclud!n? a sensitivity to -
cultural and linguistic factors .

§. Producing and evgluating short and 51 75
long-ters educatfonal objectives for
regular classrodm aspects of the
égd:vlduallzed Educational Program
als -~

6. Using various diagnostic/prescriptive 74 88
materials and procedures in reading,
language and sath, and perceptual
motor development when appropriate .

7. Applying diagnostic Information 61 90
towards the modification of tradi-
tional schoo) curriculum-and materfals
for selected students

)
{dentifying and teaching nonacademic 47 ~//80
areas such as socialization skills,
career and vocationa) education

9. Promoting student growth in the 86 96
affective domain and in {nter-
personal relations

10. Coquunlcatlné appropriate information 48 88 i
~ {related to special students) to other
"~ professionals and to parents

11, Understanding current special educa- K} ] 59
tion legisiation and concepts of least
restrictive enviforment and due process
for students, parents, and teachers

ERIC o0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (n=48) REPORTING ACTUAL AND IDEAL TIME ENGAGED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION DIAGNOSTIC PRESCRIPTIVE TEACHING FUNCTIONS
TIME | ACTUALLY SPELID TIME | SHOULD SPEND

KSY: MNever (n) Rarely (r) Occasionally (o) Frequently (f) Daily {(d) Less (1) HMore (m) Cawe (s) o

-5 days 1-2 days ~  1-2 days
per year _per month v per week 3
ACTIVITY n r o f d 1 m s
REFERRAL 1. Initiate referral process 18 58 12 10 2 3 n e
ASSESSHMENT 2. Conduct tests and assessment 19 24 29 24 A 2 24 74
designed to identlfy specfal -
students strengths and weaknesses .
4. Work with special educator to 22 33 43 2 0 2 sl Nn
interpret tests and assesswent ’ ‘
information . vy
MONITORING 9. Monitor/evaluate progress of 6 20 35 31 8 ‘ 0 24 76
special education students
DUE PROCESS 19. Participate in due process 7 20 71 20 . 2 5 - 92
hearing

SUPERVISION  20. Supervise peer” tutors who are 43 14 29 8 6 0 22 78
assigned to spec. ed. students .

21. Supervise classroom aides or 26 12 6 3224 0 8 92
volunteers who work with special
education students

PLAIATAG 3. Write behavioral objectives to 35 35 260 4 0 4 25 n
COORDINATIHG meet the needs of handicapped
learners

5. Work with special educator to 44 42 12 0 0 6 28 66
write individualized education

program

PAUM




cont inued

15.

CIRECT 12.

FEACHING

17.

18.

Desfgn modification(s) of
the regular program

Interact with other professionals
{e.g. nurses, physicians, psycho-
logists, occupational or physical
therapists)

Meet with parents of special
education students

Participate in IEP planning or
review meeting to write or
revise programs

Engage in telephone communica-
tion related to special educa-
tion students

Complete forms related to

segving special education students

lwplement procedures specifically
designed to discipline special
education students

Interyene with non-handicapped
students who are negatively
interacting with handicapped
students

Twplement curridulum to promote
positive interacting between non-
handicapped & handicapped students

Provide one-to-one instruction
(tutorfal) for s)ecial education
students

Provide small group instruction
which Includes Lhe special educa-
tion students,

3

14

16

1

30

|

10

[}

r 0
30 30
27 3
61 18
a3 8
32 %
57 25
0 22
M 24
22 28
16 38
6 18
202

26
32
22

32

38

20

27

26

13

23

31

13

78

a3

73

72

a3

92

8l

98

75

63

87
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continued . P

n r o f d 1 mo . s
V) .
7. Employ special supplementary 18 26 24 22 10 0 25 75
mwaterials or aids ' .
INSERVICE 22. Observe special educator im- 56 30 10 4 0 0 56 44
PARTICIPATION plementing special education
techniques ]
23. Con\gult with other regylar teachers 20 20 ki 20 , 4 20 76

who work with special ed. students

24. Participate in school or district 60 28 8 4 0 2 33 65
comuittee work for special edu-
cation services

25. Learn to implement an educational 20 40 30 6 4 0 45 55
practice which helps a special
education student

211
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TYPES AND NUMBERS OF MODIFICATIONS OF THE REGULAR PROGRAM

" NO MODIFICATIONS ' 39%
Y .
CONSEQUENCE MODIFICATIONS ' 9%

Daily Progress Reports ( 4%)
Positive Reinforcement ( 5%)

CURRICULUM MODIFICATIONS 31%

Adapt Assignments

Assign to Lower Grade
Special Reading System
Science and Art Curriculum

PROCESS MODIFICATIONS . 55%

N =0
IR IR AR
e S et S

Cross Age Tutoring
Flashcard Training
Extra Time to Complete
Stay after School for Help
Special Educator Team-
Teaches wtih Regular
Ctass Teacher E
Appropriate Leveling/Grouping
Cooperative Learning 2
Precision Teaching

—~—
OO
INIL IR 2R
e e S

— =
wWwwom
I 2R

NUMBER OF MODIFICATIONS

None 39%
Between 1 and 2 51%
Between 3 and 5 10%

204
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SPECIAL "EDUCATION SERVICES AVAILABLE AS. REPORTED BY RESPONDENTS*
v ' : ¢ ) ’ : -
SERVICE. . PERCENT (n=53) '
Speech/Language Therapy ’ 96
fﬁesource Specialist 94 . -
“Psychologist . 83" -
Special Class for Learning - / .
Handicapped Students (LH) / 78
~  Special C]ass for-Communicatively
Handicapped Students’ {CH) , 30
€3
Other (resource aide, nurse,
VI consultant, Miller Unruh teacher, 17 '
ESL) . ' ' . .
Itinerant Consultant °© - ‘ .15 ‘

Special Class for Severely .
Handicapped Students (SH) 0

*Note: Respondents accuracy ranged from 44% to 81% with an
average of 56%. L




187
i v
Rank Order (Highest to Lowest)
' Percentages af Respondents Who Reported FREQUENT and
, DAILY Interactions with .Specified Personnel

‘ - .

RANK ~ PERSON PERCENT
1 - Speciat Class Téacher 67
2 Resource Specialist 52
3 Teacher Aide 51
4 Other Regular Teachers 32
5 Special Education Aide 30
6 Program Specialist 22
7 Designated Instruction 20

~ 8 School Nurse 19
9 Principals/Vice Principal 16
10 School Psychologist . 6
11 _Special Education Administrator 2
12 Special Students' Parents 0
&
Rank Order (Highest to Lowest)
Percentages of Respondents Who Reported NEVER
Interacting with Specified Person
f RANK PERSON ' PERCENT

1 Special Education Admin. 70
2 . Resource Specialist 42
3 Designated Instruction .40
4 . School Nurse 32

.5 School Psychologist .29
6 Principals/Vice Principal 24
7 Teacher Aide 19
7 Resource Specialist 19
8 Specia’l Education Aide 17
9 Special Student's Parents 16
10. Other Regular Teachers 15
11 Special Class Teacher 2
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.
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Rank Order (Highest to Lowest)
Percentages o0f Respondents Who Reported
*NO SUPPORT from Specified *Person

v RANK PE&SON PERCENT
1 Special Education Admin. ‘ 52
® 2 Principals/Vice Principal 48
, 3 Other Regular Teachers 38
3 Program Specialisthers 38
4 School Nurse »36
5 Special Student's Parents [;:«\ 32
6 School Psychologist 30
7. Special Education Aide 28
8 Teacher Aide . 26
9 Designated Instruction 21
10 Resource Specialist .9
11 Special Class Teacher .o 9

Rank Order (Highest to Lowest)
i ‘Percentages of Respondents Who RECEIVED
SPECIAL MATERIALS AND IDEAS from Person

RANK PERSON PERCENT
1 Program Specialist ‘ 43
/e 2 Other Regutar Teachers 28
3 Resource Specialist 21
4 © School Nurse 19
5 Special Class Teacher 13
.5 v Principals/Vice Principal 3
6 Special Education Aide 9
6 -Teacher Aide 9
a 7 Designated Instruction 6
7 Speéjal Student's Parents 6
8 School Psychologist 4
8 Special Education Administrator 4
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Rank Order (Highest to Lowest) )

Percentages of Respondents Who Reported
Person PROVIDED OIRECT INSTRUCTION TIME

RANK PERSON PERCENT

1 Resource Specialist 55 ot
2 Special Education Aide 42
3 Special Class Teacher 40
3 Teacher’ Aide 40
4 Designated Instruction 29
5 School Psychologist . 17
6 Program Specialist 15
7 Other Regular Teachers 11
7 School Nurse - 11
- 8 Special Student's Parents 4
8 Principals/Vice Principal 4
9 Special Education Administrator 0
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Rank Order (H1ghest to Lowest)
Percentage of Respondents Who Received
EMOTIONAL SUPPORT/STRESS REDUCTION from

Specified Person

RANK PERSON PERCENT
1 Resource Specialist 36
1 Principal/Vice Principal 36
2 School Psychologist . 34
3 Other RegUilar Teachers 32
4 Special Student's Parents 28
5 Special Class Teacher 25
6 School Nurse 19
7 Teacher Aide 13
8 Special Education Aide 11
9 Designated Instruction 8
9 Program Specialist 8

10 .  Special Educ. Adm1n1strator 4

|Percentage of Respondents Who RECEIVED

Rank Order {Highest to Lowest)

TRAINING . JN SPECIAL TECHNIQUES from
4 Specified Person

RANK ‘ PERSON " PERCENT

Resource Specialist 36
Special Class Teacher
School Psychologist
Program Specialist
Principals/Vice Principal
Special Student's Parents
A11 Others

t LUV W N =
orN SOV

Rank Order (Highest to Lowest)

Percentage of Respondents Who Reported

T4H SATISTACTION WITH NATURE OF SUPPORT
from Specified Person

RANK . PERSON . PERCENT

1 Resource Specialist 62
2 Special Class Teacher 50
3 Special Education Aide 40
4 Teacher Aide 38
% School Psychologist 32
Other Regular Teachers 32
6 Principals/Vice Principal. 30
6 Special Student's Parents 30
7 Designated Instruction 27
8 School Nurse 24
19 Program Specialist.’ 27
0

Special Educ. Administrator 8

. ?3U£)
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